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PREFACE TO THE COLLECTION 


The decision to publish a Collection of Documents on British Foreign Policy, 
1919-39, was announced in the House of Commons by Mr. Eden, Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs, on March 29, 1944, in the following terms: 

‘His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom have decided to publish the 
most important documents in the Foreign Office archives relating to British foreign 
policy between 1919 and 1939. The documents will be published in a series of 
volumes which will be issued one by one as and when they are ready. The volumes 
will form a continuous chronological series, but in order to make available as soon 
as possible documents dealing with events most relevant to the outbreak of 
the present war, it is proposed, for purposes of publication, to divide the work 
into tw'O parts: the first part to begin with the year 1919, and the second part to 
begin with the year 1930. The preparation of each part will be undertaken 
simultaneously.’ 

Mr. E. L. Woodward, Professor of International Relations in the Univer- 
sity of Oxford and Fellow of Balliol College, was entrusted by the Secretary 
of State with the general planning and production of the Collection. Mr. 
Rohan Butler, Fellow of All Souls College, Oxford, joined Mr. Woodward 
as co-editor in January 1945, and has undertaken the production of the first 
series, while Mr. Woodward has continued the production of the. second 
series of volumes. 

In carrying out the instructions of the Secretary of State the editors have 
been faced with three main problems : (i) what documents were to be printed 
in the collection, (ii) how w^ere these documents to be arranged, and (iii) 
what editorial notes were necessary for the assistance of readers? 

The nature of these problems of selection, arrangement, and annotation 
can be described as follows : 

(i) Selection of documents 

In 1913 the number of dispatches, &c., received at the Foreign Office was 
68,119. The figures for the years 1935-8 were 169,248 in 1935, 187,878 in 
1936, 201,323 in 1937, 223,879 in 1938. Obviously a large proportion of these 
papers dealt with matters outside the range of high policy, but in recent 
times the extension of the field of State action and the consequent increase in 
the number of questions discussed between Government and Government 
have changed the nature of foreign policy in comparison with the tradi- 
tional interpretation given to it in the nineteenth century. The problem of 
selecting the documents relevant to the present Collection is therefore more 
complicated than in the case o^thQ Documents on the Origins of the War (of 1914- 
18). It has been necessary to make a more elaborate '‘scale of priorities’ and 
to determine the place of documents in this scale according to their bearing 
upon the course of events leading to the outbreak of war in 1939. Since the 



tirsl: l)r.«,ncss of British diplomacy has long been the maintenance of peace, 
dir; rmirse of events between igig and 1939 described more speci- 

iicaily from a diplomatic point of \dew as the breakdown of the machinery 
ibr 'die peaceful settlement of disputes. 

In a scale of priorities thus decided the first right of entry had to be given 
io in-structions sent to His Majesty’s Missions abroad, to reports from these 
Missions of business transacted with foreign Governments, and to records 
of negotiations conducted through representatives of foreign Governments in 
London, It has also been necessary to include records, in some cases verbatim, 
of the proceedings of international conferences attended by Ministers of 
State. 

The first duty of the editor, therefore, has been to print these indispensable 
documents and then, in the space available without making the Collection so 
unv/ieldy that it would defeat its purpose, to include other documents of an 
informative rather than of an executive kind. Such ‘informative’ documents 
consist for the most part of dispatches and telegrams from His Majesty’s 
Mi.ssions abroad on the general political and economic situation in the 
countries within their sphere of observation. In the years after 1919 reports 
on economic conditions were more frequent and also more technical than in 
earlier times, and it is possible only by reading these reports to measure the 
level of expert knowledge upon which decisions of policy were based. 

Without any of these ‘informative’ documents, therefore, the present 
collection would be incomplete, but it is impracticable, owing to their 
number and bulk, to publish ail of them. Here again, on the principle of a 
‘scale of priorities’, those documents have been chosen which bear directly 
upon the main decisions of policy. 

In order to allow publication in full of as many unprinted documents as 
possible, two other principles of selection have been adopted, although in 
each case exceptions have been made, (i) Documents, especially those of 
great length, already available to the public have not been reprinted. Thus, 
as a general rule, published minutes and reports of the proceedings of the 
Assembly and Council of the League of Nations and of Conferences or other 
meetings held under the auspices of the League have not been included. 
These League documents contain declarations and acts of policy of the 
highest importance. Without reference to them it is impossible to obtain a 
complete account of the attitude of His Majesty’s Government on the issues 
of the years covered by the present collection. The question of bulk, how- 
ever, has made republication impracticable. (For example, the minutes of 
the second part of the Sixth Session of the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference take up 620 folio pages of print.) 

(2) Foreign Office minutes on incoming dispatches and telegrams have 
not been, included except in cases where these minutes add important details 
ol fact not otherwise recorded. As a rule it is unnecessary to print minutes 
since the executive deci.sions taken, on incoming material are given in the 
outgoing dispatches and telegrams. In any case, in view of the custom of the 
! oreign Office since 1919, the number of such minutes is very great and their 



inclusion would more than double the size of the collection. It would rarely 
be possible to make a selection from the minutes since each writer refers to 
the previous minute and one minute is, therefore, not intelligible iniless read 
in its full context. This consideration applies also to the final minutes by ilic 
Secretary of State. Furthermore, in view of the very great incrc;3sc m the 
business of the Secretary of State, it has become impossible for him as a 
to write liis views at length in the form of minutes on documents submitted 
to him. Even so, the practice of successive Secretaries of State since 1919 has 
varied to such, an extent that the inclusion of their minutes would give a 
misleading impression, 

(ii) Arrangement of documents 

After determining the principles upon which the collection should be 
based, the editors had to decide roughly between two methods of arrange- 
ment: {a) chronological, {b) according to subject. On a chronological 
method documents would be printed strictly according to date and irre- 
spective of their contents and subject-matter. This method has the advantage 
of allowing the reader to see the business of the Foreign Office as it appeared 
to the Secretary of State and to the members of the Department who had to 
deal simultaneously with a number of widely different negotiations and 
problems, i.e. the method makes it easier to see the, mutual interaction and 
interrelation of these problems. On the other hand, the disadvantages of a 
chronological method without any ‘sorting out’ into subjects are too obvious 
to need mention. These disadvantages are especially troublesome for readers 
wishing to follow the history of any one problem or of the relations between 
Great Britain and any single country. 

After full consideration the editors decided to adopt a compromise between 
the two methods, with emphasis upon the method of arrangement according 
to subject. Each volume, as far as possible, will cover documents within a 
given period of time. The volumes in their order will represent a chrono- 
logical series, but they will be divided into chapters each of which will deal 
with a subject defined in the chapter-heading; a subject and not necessarily 
a country, since many subjects affect negotiations with more than one 
country. 

(iii) Annotation of documents 

As in the case of the selection of the documents, the problem of annotation 
is simple up to a point and is then determined by the question of space. The 
editors must supply (i) cross-references within the collection, (ii) shoi’t 
summaries of dispatches and telegrams not included in the collection but 
referred to in documents selected for printing. Where these references are 
unimportant or not relevant the documents concerned are noted as ‘Not 
printed’. 

Beyond this point there is hardly any limit to the possible number and 
length of footnotes. In fact, the limit is set by the need to economize space. 



'File rioteSj therefore, are confined to the mention of the most important facts 
and dates necessary for understanding the sequence of events and negotia- 
tions witli wliicJi the documents are concerned. 

The editors have also supplied an analytical table of contents for each 
volume. They propose to provide a general index for the volumes of each of 
tlie two series. 

E. L. WOODWARD 
ROHAN BUTLER 


PREFACE 

TO VOLUME I5 FIRST SERIES 

In planning the present collection of documents on British foreign policy it 
was decided that it should cover the twenty years from June 28, 1919, to 
September 3, 1939, from the signature of the treaty of peace with Germany 
at the end of the First World War to the declaration of war upon Germany 
by the United Kingdom at the beginning of the Second World War. The 
first volume therefore opens immediately after the signature of the Treaty 
of Versailles. 

The documentation for 1919 is necessarily upon an exceptionally large 
scale. In surveying the archival material of the period in the Foreign Office 
it became evident that it would be impossible to give an adequate account 
of British foreign policy at that time unless the publication of telegrams and 
dispatches were preceded by that of the most important of the relevant 
records of the Peace Conference at Paris. The present volume therefore 
contains the records of the secret proceedings of the Supreme Council of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers (Heads of Delegations) from July i 
to October 15, 1919. This has necessitated a certain departure from the 
arrangement of material primarily according to subject (cf. paragraph ii of 
the Preface to the Collection)/ for the problems confronting the Supreme 
Council from day to day were manifold. Any attempt to split up the records 
of its proceedings and regroup them under particular subject-headings would 
have been arbitrary and unsatisfactory. The sequence of the records as they 
are now printed is accordingly that of the originals. Cross-references have, 
however, been provided in some number for the assistance of readers. 

The Heads of Delegations, meeting as the Supreme Council, were, in the 
words of the British representative, Mr. Balfour (document No. 2), ‘the 
lawful heirs of the Council of Four’, which had constituted the centre of 
authority within the Peace Conference until the departure from Paris of 
President Wilson and Mr. Lloyd George after the signature of the treaty 
of peace with Germany. The Council of Heads of Delegations was left to 
control the pacification and remodelling of Europe during the six uneasy 
months between the signature of the Treaty of Versailles on June 28, 1919, 
and the entry into force of that treaty on January 10, 1920. During that 
period all relations between the Allied Powers and Germany were more or 
less conditioned by the fact that the peace, though signed, was not yet 
in force in accordance with the concluding stipulation of the treaty con- 
cerning the deposit of ratifications: a signal instance of the importance in 
practice of the technical provisions of a diplomatic instrument. The signi- 
ficance of this state of affairs, entailing as it did the continuation of the 
system of the armistice, is illustrated in the present volume in connexion with 
the negotiations between the Supreme Council and the German Government 
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ii!. Hucli uK,uters as tlie withdrawal of German forces from the Baltic Provinces, 
il5C acruilmciit ofthe article in the Weimar Constitution which contemplated 
fhe union of Germany and Austria, and the disposal of German aeronautical 
rnalenal. 'Phis last negotiation, in particular, reflected the fact that the 
jlcfonautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control for Germany, like the 
many other (aunmissions constituted under the Treaty of Versailles, could 
not fimeiicm officially pending the entry into force of the treaty. 

But vvl'icn the Council of Heads of Delegations began its work the treaty 
i)i' [)c;tce with Germany was at least signed, whereas those with the other 
enemy Powers were not. The Council accordingly devoted its main attention 
to what >J!'. Balfour called ‘the immense operation of liquidating the 
Austrian Empire’ (document No. 37). The broad outlines for the settlement 
of central and south-eastern Europe had previously been indicated by the 
dex'cioprnerit of the new nationalities in that area, and had been agreed by 
the Council of Four. Much important work, however, remained to be done 
in connexion with the drafting and presentation of the treaties of peace with 
Austria and Bulgaria, signed respectively as the Treaty of St.-Germain-en- 
Laye on September 10 and the Treaty of Neuilly on November 27, 1919. 
The treaty with Hungary was delayed until 1920 owing to uncertainties 
attendant upon the political situation in that country, and to complications 
connected with the Rumanian intervention. All these matters are fully 
illustrated in the present volume. It contains less material bearing upon the 
question of Fiume and the Adriatic since such negotiations as there were at 
that period upon this issue were largely conducted outside the formal sessions 
of the Supreme Council. It is hoped to make good this deficiency in subse- 
quent volumes. 

The general peace settlement naturally had to take account of the out- 
standing fact that, besides the German and Austro-Hungarian Empires, the 
Ottoman and Russian Empires had also foundered during the First World 
War. Repercussions of the Greek occupation of Smyrna engaged the atten- 
tion of the Supreme Council to some extent during the latter part of 1919, 
but the drafting of the treaty of peace with Turkey was deferred until the 
beginning of the following year. During the period covered by the present 
volume the Supreme Council gave preliminary consideration to the eastern 
frontiers of Rumania and Poland, but it did not usually deliberate upon the 
problems presented by developments in Russia, except for certain specific 
questions, such as that ofthe trade embargo. This latter provides an example 
of the way in which economic questions overlapped with the political. 
Another instance is the question of Teschen. And it is noticeable how, with 
winter coming on, concern over the coal shortage in Europe ran like a black 
seam through the deliberations of the Council. 

Such, most briefly, was the main scope of the discussions within the Council 
of lieads of Delegations during the period under review. That it is in no 
sense a full summary of the many questions which came up for day-to-day 
decision will be clear to readers of this volume. The records of these decisions 
aiid discussions, with their copious appendices, are, literally, voluminous. 



They are indeed among the longest of all the sets of records of the Paris Peace 
Conference. This partly explains why the minutes of the Goimci! of Heads 
of Delegations (series h. d.), unlike the other main records of the Peace 
Conference, have never been included in the Confidential, Print of the 
Foreign Office. The present text has been printed direct from stencilled 
typescript, sometimes barely decipherable, of the original copies. (This does 
not apply to documents Nos. i and 2 which, together with No. 3, bear the 
I. c. notation of the records of the Supreme Council in its earlier forms; the 
change-over to the new h.d. notation did not occur until July 7, 1919, but 
I. G. 200-20 1 A, documents Nos. 1-3, are in fact the first records of the 
Council of Heads of Delegations and are printed as such.) 

In order to reduce this bulk of documentation to manageable compass 
appreciable omissions of matter of minor importance have been made. These 
omissions have been made with a view to clarity and concision, and all are 
plainly indicated. In cases where minutes of particular items have been omitted 
their headings have nevertheless been retained in order that the reader may 
have a general idea of the nature of the matter not printed. If a minute is 
thus omitted any appendix to that minute is also automatically omitted 
unless, exceptionally, the contrary is specified. Where omitted matter could 
be held to be of marginal importance a summary of it has been provided. 

The minutes of the proceedings of the Council of Heads of Delegations 
were prepared by the Joint Secretariat in agreed English and French texts, 
the English text being supplied by the British member, who was drawn from 
the War Cabinet Secretariat forming part of the British Delegation. Until 
September 15, 1919, this secretariat reproduced and circulated the English 
text of the minutes and appended documents. The English text enjoyed equal 
validity with the French; indeed it is recorded on the authority of Captain 
Abraham, the British member of the Joint Secretariat, that these minutes 
were prepared ^originally in English’, copies being supplied by him to his 
French colleague for translation. The Joint Secretariat occasionally circula- 
ted corrigenda to earlier minutes, and the documents here printed arc as 
amended by such corrigenda. 

When Mr. Lloyd George visited Paris in the middle of September, 1919, 
shortly after the return of Mr. Balfour to England (cf. documents Nos. 57 
and 58), he decided that the War Cabinet Secretariat attached to the British 
Delegation should be closed forthwith since he considered that full British 
minutes of the proceedings of the Supreme Council were no longer necessary 
in view of the fact that no British Cabinet Minister would remain in Paris. 
Document No. 57 (h.d, 53 of September 15, 1919) was the last English text 
to be issued by the British Delegation, the preparation of these texts being 
thereafter transferred to the American Delegation (American Commission 
to Negotiate Peace). ' On September 18 Sir Eyre Crowe, who became head 
of the British Delegation in place of Mr. Balfour, telegraphed to Lord Gurzon 
that ‘the United States, French and Italian Delegations, however, insist on 
the necessity of a full record of the proceedings of the Council if future dis- 
putes and misunderstandings are to be avoided. They are determined to 


IX 



maintain the Joint Secretariat, and strongly protest against the withdrawal 
of the British member. They point out that resolutions and minutes drawn 
up without British concurrence would have no authority. . . . There is, so 
far as I know, no precedent for the absence of any adequate record of the 
proceedings of so important an international body as the Council, which 
contains Cabinet Ministers of other Powers, though no longer any of Great 
Britain, and I cannot but feel that if only for the future understanding of the 
decisions of the Conference such records ought to be kept.’ In answer to this 
representation Sir Eyre Crowe was informed by a telegram of September 22 
that the Prime Minister had approved the appointment of a British secretary, 
and British representation on the Joint Secretariat was restored. But the 
preparation and circulation of the English texts of minutes and appended 
documents remained with the American Delegation, In the documents so 
prepared American spellings have been anglicized. 

It will be appreciated that the records here printed, which include a con- 
siderable number of translations, were often prepared under pressure. The 
drafting sometimes shows traces of this, but no attempt has been made to 
amend it except in certain cases in which it seemed desirable to clarify the 
text. In such cases all editorial matter is printed in square brackets, all 
matter in parentheses being as in the original. All footnotes are editorial 
unless the contrary is stated. The footnotes include references to relevant 
printed sources of documentary material. Since the preparation of the 
present volume a number of these references have been in some measure 
superseded by the publication of the full text of the proceedings of the 
Council of Heads of Delegations in the official American series of Papers 
'Mating to the Foreign Relations of the United States. The references in question 
have, however, been retained for the sake of bibliographic convenience. 

The original notation of the Peace Conference records in i. c. and h.d. 
serial numbers is printed at the head of each document. The Foreign Office 
file numbers are not printed since, with one exception, the reference is 
uniform and it seemed economical not to repeat it throughout. This general 
reference for the documents in this volume is Gonfidential/Generai/141. The 
exception is document No. 3 which carries 1919 Peace Conference reference 
511/1/2/15140, All editorial references to documents in the original refer to 
those under these numbers. 

The editor has been allowed full independence and freedom in the choice 
of documents. In taking responsibility therefor, and for all editorial matter 
in this volume, he wishes to thank officials of the Foreign Office who have 
so kindly helped him. In particular he is grateful to the staff of the Reference 
Room and other branches of the Foreign Office Library for their indispens- 
able care and co-operation in securing for him the necessary material, to Miss 
A. Norman for her secretarial assistance, and to the Hon. Margaret Lambert 
for very valuable help in matters of research. 

P.OHAN BUTLER 

April ig^y 
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CHAPTER SUMMARIES 

N.B. Items in brackets are not printed but may be summarized in footnotes. 
CHAPTER I 


Proceedings of the Supreme Council of the Principal Allied and 
x\ssociated Powers (Heads of Delegations) before the signature 
of the Treaty of Saint-Germain-eii-Laye. 

July I -September 9 j 1919 


NO. AND NAME DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


1 Meeting OF Supreme 
Council : 4 p.ni. 

I. C. 200, 


Baron von Lersner 
Versailles 


July I I . Nomination of a Commission to i 
supervise the execution of the treaty 


of peace with Germany, 

2. Commission to organize the Repara- a 
tion Commission. 

3. Constitution of the Supreme Council. 3 

4. Finality of the Council’s decisions. 3 

[5. Reply to Austrian Notes.] 4 

6. Agenda for future meetings, 4 

7. Committee for Bulgaria, 5 

June 30 App. A. Note to M. Glemenceau con- 6 
cerning deliberations in regard to 
occupied zones of Germany. 


2 Meeting of Supreme July 2 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
i.c. 201 


3 Meeting of Supreme July 5 
Council: 3 p.m. 

I.G. 201 A 


1 . Question of Bessarabia : hearing of 6 
MM. Maklakoff and Bratiano. 

2. Appointment of Commission to super- 1 1 
vise the execution of the treaty with 
Germany. 

3. Appointment of Commission to organ- 1 1 
ize the Reparation Commission. 

4. Co-ordinating Committee on Ter- 1 1 
ritorial Affairs to delimit the frontiers 

of Bulgaria. 

5. Austrian Treaty : resolution regarding . 12 
a time-limit for counter-proposals. 

6. Austrian Treaty : resolution that modi- 1 2 

fications in conditions of peace with 
Germany be taken into account. 

7. Austrian Treaty: frontier between 12 
Austria and Hungary. 

8. Austrian Treaty: recognition of fron- 13 
tiers of neighbouring States. 

9. Question of communication to the 13 
press of the proceedings of the Supreme 
Council. 

1. Presence of Experts at meetings of the 14 
Council. 

2. Political and economic situation in .14 
Hungary; consideration of possible 
Allied military action. 

3. Appointment of Allied Fligh Commis- 22 
sioner for Armenia. 


xni 



NO. AND NAME 


PAGE 


DATE 

Mr. Hoover July i 

Paris 
M. 335 

4 Meeting of Supreme July 7 

Council; 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. I 


5 Meeting of Supreme July 8 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 2 


6 Meeting of Heads of July 8 

American, Biutish, and 
French Delegations: 

5 P-m- 

H.D. 2 A 

7 Meeting of Supreme July 9 

Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H. D. 3 


MAIN SUBJECT 

App. A. Letter to Mr. Lansing concern- 23 
ing the situation in Hungary, 

1. Situation in Italy; Allied Commission 24 
to inquire into incidents at Fiume. 

2. Progress of preparation of the treaty 28 
with Austria. 

[3. Boundary Commission for the Austro- 29 
Italian frontier.] 

4. Participation of Finnish troops in 29 
advance on Petrograd. ^ 

[5. Norwegian claims (Spitzbergen) and 30 
question of the Finno-Norwegian 
frontier.] 

6. Reply to Austrian Note on League of 30 
Nations. 

7. Removal of commercial censorship at 31 
the same time as the raising of the 
blockade of Germany. 

8. Request of Yugoslav Delegation for 31 
Austrian notes concerning Yugoslavia. 

[9. Repatriation of certain Armenians.] 31 

10. Question of direct relations between 31 
General Gough and the German 
Command in the Baltic Provinces. 

1 1 . Records of proceedings of the Supreme 3 1 
Council and distribution of minutes. 


1. Situation in Italy: incident at Fiume. 32 

2. Appointment of Allied Commission to 34 
inquire into incidents at Fiume. 

3. Instructions to Commission of Inquiry. 34 

4. Stoppage of supply trains at Modane. 34 


5. Question of direct relations between 34 
General Gough and the German 
Command in the Baltic Provinces; 
proposed credit for pay of Russian 
forces in Libau. 

[6. Report of Committee on Repatria- 36 
tion of Austrian Prisoners of War.] 

7. Reply to the Austrian Note on the 36 
economic clauses of the Treaty. 

8. Communication and publication of 36 
replies to Austrian Notes. 

Dispatch of a French warship to Fiume. 37 


1. Appointment of Allied Commission to 38 
inquire into incidents at Fiume. 

2. Situation in Italy. 38 

3. Stoppage of trains at Modane, 39 

4. Action of German troops withdrawing 39 
from territory to -be ceded to Poland, 

5. Treaty of peace with Bulgaria: sum- 39 
moning of Bulgarian Delegation to 
Paris. 


X 3 V 



NO. A.MD NAME DATE MAIN SUBJECT PACE 

7 Coniinued July 9 6. Consideration of military means to 39 

oblige Hungary to respect the Armis- 
tice. 

7. Sale of securities by tiie Hungarian 41 
Government. 

8. Frontiers between Yugoslavia and 42 
Hungary. 

9. Question of approval of the Air Con- 43 
vention. 

10. Repatriation of Czechoslovak forces 43 
from Siberia. 

1 1 . Approval of report of Military Re- 45 
presentatives regarding Allied Control 
Commis-sions for Germany. 

12. Allied Army of Occupation in Bui- 45 
garia. 

13. Ratification by Germany of the Treaty 47 

of V ersailles. 

Mr. Gibson July 3 .App. A. Report upon seizure by German 4.7 

Warsaw troops in West Prussia of horses and 

farm implements. 

Military Representatives July 8 App. B. Report on measures to be taken 47 
OF THE Supreme War regarding Hungary, 

Council. 


s. w. c. 438 

Fin.ancial Commission. Juiy 7 App. G. Draft Note from the Governments 50 
w. c. P. 1 116 B & G of the Allied and Associated Powers to 

M. Bela Kun, and draft communica- 
tion to the press, concerning seizure of 
securities by the Hungarian Govern- 
ment. 


Co.MMISSrON ON Roumani.an 
AND Yugoslav Affairs. 


App, D. Report on Yugoslav-Hungarian 51 
frontier in the Prekomurye. 


Military Represent.atives App. E. Organization of the Allied Control 52 

OF the Supreme War Commissions for Germany. 

Council. 

V ersailles. 
s.w. G. 436 

8 Meeting of Supreme July lo i. Question of communicating records 57 
Council; 3.30 p.m. of the Peace Conference to French 

H.D. 4 Parliamentary Committee. 

2. Appointment of Allied Commission to 58 
discuss with Germany details of the 
Rhineland Agreement. 

3. Polish advance in Lithuania, 59 

4. ^ Sale of securities by the Plungarian 59 

Government. 

5. Preparation of treaty with Bulgaria. 60 
Instructions to representatives of the 60 
Allied Commission for Flume. 

7. Question of approval of the Air Con- 61 
vention. 


XV 



NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


Continued July lo 8. Report by Signor Crespi on the 63 

stoppage of supply trains at Modane. 

9. Question of reply to German Note 64 
regarding the evacuation of Polish 
territory. 

10. Frontiersof Austria with Hungary and 64 

Czechoslovakia. 


Commission for App. A. Report on Austrian frontiers with 65 

Replies to Austrlan Hungary and Czechoslovakia, 

Notes on Territorlal 
, Questions 

9 Meeting OF Supreme July ii r. Frontiers of Austria with Hungaiy and 67 

Council: 3.30 p.m. Czechoslovakia, 

H.D. 5 [2. Frontier stations in Austria.] 70 

3. Question of reply to German Delega- 70 
lion regarding the evacuation - of 
Polish territory. 

[4. Question of Minorities Treaty be- 70 
ween the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers and Czechoslovakia.] 

5. Raising of the blockade of Germany. 71 

6. Question of blockade in the Baltic, 71 

7. Consideration of proposed military 72 
measures against Hungary : hearing of 
Czechoslovak, Yugoslav, and Rouma- 
nian Representatives, with Marshal 
Foch. 


Herr von ELaniel June 25 App. A. Letter to M. Clemenceau with 77 

Versailles regard to the timing of the cession of 

No, 122 German territories to Poland. 

Allied Blockade July 1 1 App. G. Note with regard to the raising 78 

Committee of the blockade of Germany. 


Gener/Al Pelij§ July 8 App. D. Report to M. Clemenceau 78 

Prague - concerning the Hungarian military 

position and the question of Allied 
intervention. 


Meeting of Supreme 

July 12 

I. Question of Teschen. 

79 

Council: 3.30 p.m. 


2. Question of Orava. 

80 

H. D. 6 


3. Blockade of Russia. 

80 



[4. Question of Tientsin.] 

5, Communication by the Yugoslav 

81 

81 



Government of a-document illustrating 




Italian co-operation with Austrian 
military authorities. 

6. Consideration of a wireless message 
from M. Bela Kun. 

82 



7. Supply trains at Modane. 

8. Greek action in Asia Minor. 

83 

83 

M. Bela Kun 

July II 

App. B. Telegram to M. Clemenceau 

85 

Budapest 

regarding the cessation of Hungarian- 


SSS No. 121 


Czechoslovak hostilities and non- 
withdrawal of Roumanian forces in 
Hungary. 
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DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


NO. AND NAME 

Italian Delegation July 12 

11 K'Ieeting of Supreme July 15 

Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H. D. 7 


M. Bela Kun 
Budapest 


Colonel du Parq,uet July 9 

Libau 

Allied Blockade July n 

Committee and 
Eastern Blockade 
Committee 

W.'g. P. 1 1 33 AND 1 1 33 A 

Military Representa- July 10 
tives of the Supreme 
War Council 
Versailles 

S.W. C. 440 (77 M.R.) 

Military Representa- July 1 1 

TIVES OF THE SUPREME 

War Council 
Versailles 

s.w.G. 444 (79 M.R.) 

General Fr/Vnchet 
d’Esperey 

M. Venizelos July 10 

Paris 

12 Meeting of Supreme July 16 

Council: 3.30 p.m. 

II. D. 8 


App. D. Memorandum on Greek action 86 
in Asia Minor. 

1. Correspondence with M. Bela Kun. 87 

2. Armistice on Esthonian Front. 88 

3. Question of Blockade in the Baltic. 88 

[4. Revision of Treaties of 1839.] 92 

5. Allied Army of Occupation in Silesia 92 

during the plebiscite. 

6. Allied occupation of Bulgaria; pro- 93 
posed conversation between M. Tit- 
toni and M. V enizelos concerning 
Bulgaria. 

7. Proposed assistance to Poland in the 94 
area ceded by Germany. 

8. Italian action in Bulgaria. 95 

9. Consideration of a letter from M. 95 
Venizelos concerning Asia Minor. 


App. A. Telegram to M. Clemencau 95 
requesting that the Supreme Council 
should require the Roumanian forces 
in Hungary to comply with its instruc- 
tions for withdrawal. 

App. B. Report upon conclusion of an 97 
armistice on July 3 between German, 
Esthonian and Latvian forces. 

App. G. Note on trade with Soviet Russia ; 98 

addendum by British Delegation. 


App. E. Report on the composition and 100 
size of the army of occupation in the 
plebiscite area of Upper Silesia. 


App. F. Report on help to be given to 102 
Poland in the event of trouble in the 
area ceded by Germany. 


App. G. Dispatch to M. Clcmenceau on io.j. 
situation in Bulgaria: possible Bulgarian 
resistance to conditions of peace. 

App. H. Letter to M. Ciemenceau con- 105 
earning Turkish military preparations 
in Anatolia. 

I. Statement by M. Venizelos regarding 106 
the situation in Anatolia : MM. Tittoni 
and Venizelos to seek agreement re- 
garding the delimitation of Italian and 
Greek zones of occupation. 

[2. Treaty with Austria: (a) protection 109 
of minorities: (i) Reschen Pass and 
Predyl Pass railways.] 


b 



KO. AND NAME DATE MAIN SUBJECT PAGE 

12 Continued July 1 6 3. Approval of reports of the Committee 109 

to supervise the execution of the treaty 
of peace with Germany; (a) general 
recommendations, {b) Schleswig, (c) 
Poland, East Prussia, Danzig. 

4. Question of committees to supervise no 
the execution of economic and colonial 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. 


Committee to 

SUPER\TSE THE EXECU- 
TION OF THE TREATY OF 
PEACE WITH GeRM.ANY 


July 1 1 


App. A. General recommendations with 1 1 1 
regard to the execution of the terri- 
torial clauses. 

App. B. Report on Schleswig. 1 1 1 

App. G. Report on Poland, East Prussia, 1 1 3 
and Danzig. 


13 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H.D. 9 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 


July 17 [i. Report of Commission to examine 117 

Italian claims in Tientsin.] 

2. Report from Mr. Hoover on the 118 
revictualling of Austria: provision of 
food and raw materials for Austria to 

be one of the first considerations of the 
Reparation Commission provided that 
Austria deliver arms and ammunition 
to Czechoslovakia, 

3. Report by Marshal Foch on plan for 12 1 
militaiy operations against Hungary: 
consultation with Czechoslovak, Rou- 
manian, and Yugoslav delegates. 

July 17 App. B. Note on possible Allied military 127 
action in Hungary. 


14 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10 a.m. 
H.D. 10 


Spieikh-ul-Islam 
Moust.afa Sabri 
Constantinople 


July 18 I, Proposal to send commissioners to 130 
inquire into disorders in Anatolia. 

2. Fraternization of Italian and Bulgar- 131 
ian Officers at Dedeagach. 

3. Consideration of a telegram from 13 1 
President Wilson regarding policy in 
Turkey. 

4. Agreement between M. Tittoni and 132 
M. Venizelos regarding Greek and 
Italian zones of occupation in Anatolia : 
consultation with M. Venizelos. 

5. Proposed military operations against 137 
Hungary. 

July 15 App. A, Telegram to M. Clemenceau 138 
complaining of Greek action in the 
Vilayet of Smyrna, 


15 Meeting OF Supreme July 18 [i. Question of the Siidbahn,] 139 

Council; 4 p.m. 2. Report by M. Loucheur with regard 140 

H.D. It to the interpretation of the Rhineland 

Convention: reply to German notes 
adopted. 

3. Reservation by the Italian Delegation 141 
on the subject of the Austrian Peace 
Treaty, 
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DATE 


MA!N SUBJECT 


15 Continued 


Commission on the Lei-t 
. Bank or the Rhine 


Mr. Hoover 
Paris 

w. c. p. 1146 

16 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.rn. 

H. D. 12 


Central Territorial 
Committee 


July 18 4. Nomination ofa commission of inquiry 142 

for i‘\sia Minor. 

5. Question ofa military commission for 142 
Hungary. 

6. Question of Ru.ssian prisoners in 142 
Germany; Presentation of Mr. 
Hoover’s report. 

7. Communication from Mr. Ploover 145 
with regard to Russian Armenia ; 
request to Georgian authorities to 
facilitate transport of supplies. 

8. Repatriation of Czechoslovak Forces 145 
in Siberia. 

' App. A. Draft reply to two German notes 1 46 
regarding the occupation of the left 
bank of the Rhine ; two notes from the 
German Peace Delegation. 

July 16 App. B, Memorandum on feeding of 159 
Russian prisoners in Germany. 


July 2 1 I. (a) Question of hastening treaty of 161 
of peace with Bulgaria. . {b) Report by 
M. Tittoni of result of his conversation 
with M. Venizelos. (c) Explanation 
by M. Tardieu concerning Bulgarian 
frontiers. 

2. Question of appointing an Allied 163 
military commission of inquiry for 
Hungary; visit of General Boehm to 
Vienna. 

3. Consideration of report of the Military 164 
Representatives on the army of occu- 
pation for Upper Silesia. 

4. Consideration of report of the Military 164 
Representatives on assis tance to Poland 

in the ceded territory in case of distur- 
bance. 

5. Appointment of an Allied commission 165 
of inquiry for Asia Minor; a Greek 
Officer to follow the work of the 
commission. 

6. Appointment of a commission of 166 
administration for the plebiscite zone 

in Upper Silesia. 

7. Consideration of report of the Finan- 166 
cial Commission regarding financial 
assistance to the Baltic States. 

8. Decision as to the supervision of the 167 
execution of the economic and colonial 
clauses of the treaty with Germany. 

9. Withdrawal of Yugoslav forces in the 168 
Klagenfurt Basin. 

10. Removal by Germans of material 169 
from Danzig. 

App. A. Report on Bulgarian frontiers. 169 
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NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


’AGE 


M. BelA 'Kun 
Budapest 
No. 237-55 


July 21 . App. B, Telegram to M. Clemenceau: 174 
Hungarian forces compelled to cross 
the Theiss in opposition to Roumanian 
forces. 


F1N.ANCIAL Commission July 1 1 App. F. Report on financial assistance to 1 74 
the Baltic States. 


M. PiCHON 
Paris 


July 21 App. G. Note to M. Clemenceau regard- 175 
ing war material captured by Yugoslav 
forces at Klagenlurt. 


Committee oe' the July 7 App. H. Appeal to the Supreme Council 176 

Working Population to protect their interests. 

OF Danzig 


17 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H.D. 13 


July 25 I. Hungarian affairs: proposals made by 176 
General Boehm to Allied representa- 
tives in Vienna. 

2. Extension of the time limit accorded 179 
to the Polish and Czechoslovak 
Governments for arriving at an agree- 
ment concerning Teschen. 

3. Adoption of the military, naval, and 179 
aerial clauses for the treaty of peace 
with Bulgaria. 

4. Consideration of clauses of the Bulgar- 181 
ian peace treaty relating to responsi- 
bilities. 

5. Nominations to the commission to 184 
delimit the new frontier between 
Germany and Belgium. 

6. Procedure for appointing the commis- 184 
sion to delimit the Saar Territory. 

7. Sale of State property in Schleswig. 185 

8. Evacuation of territories ceded by 186 
Germany to Poland; approval of a 
note to tlie German Delegation con- 
cerning the opening of negotiations 
with regard to prefiaratory measures 

to be taken. 

g. Allied Commissioners for East Prussia ; 186 

approval of a note to the German 
Delegation. 

[10. Clau,ses in the peace treaty with 186 
Bulgaria with regard to prisoners of 
war,] 

1 1 . Consideration of Austrian reply on. the 1 87 
subj'ect of the delivery of arms and 
munitions to Czechoslovakia. 

12. Instructions to be given to commission 188 
of inquiry into the events in Asia 
Minor. 

13. Blockade of Russia. 188 

14. Declaration to be made by the 190 

Austrian Government with regard to 
vessels sunk by Austrian naval forces, 

15. Goal position in Italy. 190 

16. Languages of treaties. 191 

17. Credentials of German diplomatic igi 

agents. 
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NO. AND NA-.iXi D.Vl'E 

.B.\ron \'on July 8 


CJoMwrrrEE to supervise July 23 
nn. EXEot-mjx op the 
'ip.i .vi'Y oi' 

VvTT!i ClERra VXY 

BaroxN von Lersner July 16 
Versailles 

Committee to supervise July 23 
■ THE EXECUTION OF THE 
TRE.ATY OF PEACE 
WITH Germany 

Americ.-vn Go.mmission 
TO Negotiate Peace 

French Delegation 


18 Meeting of Supreme July 26 
Counctl; 10.30 a.m. 

H. D. 14 


Capt. Gregory July 25 

Vienna 


Mr. Balfour July 25 

Paris 

19 Meeting, of Supreme July 26 

Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 15 


main subject 

App. D. Notepropo.sing ncgoiialioiiM'.itn 
Poland concerning local arrange-nients 
for the German withdrasval fr<nit 
ca.stern territorie.s ceded by Germany. 

App. E. Propo.scd reply to ihc Gerniaa 
note of July 8. 


App. F. Note to M. Clemenceau inquir- 
ing concerning Allied Commissioners 
for Memel and Danzig. 

App. G. Proposed reply to the German 
note of July 16. 


App. J. Trade with Soviet Russia ; attitude 
of President Wilson. 

App. M. Draft note to Baron von Lensner 
concerning the credentials of German 
diplomatic agents. 

1. Polish-Lithuanian dispute with regard 
to demarcation line. 

2. Rupture of communications at War- 
saw. 

3. Hungarian affairs; consultation with 
Marshal Foch and Mr. Hoover; 
proposals made by General Boehm, 

4. Determination of the strength of the 
Allied Army of Occupation on the left 
bank of the Rhine. 

5. Composition of the Allied Army of 
Occupation in the plebiscite zone of 
Upper Silesia. 

6. Blockade of Russia; approval of a 
telegram to President Wilson, 

App. A. Telegram to the American Com- 
mission to Negotiate Peace reporting 
on communications between Allied 
representatives and General Boehm. 

App. D. Proposed telegram to President 
Wilson on the subject of the blockade 
of Russia. 

1. Line of demarcation between Polish 
and Lithuanian forces. {Map at App, 
A: see p. 216.) 

2. Hungarian affairs; issue of declaration 
to the press; question of military 
consultations with Czechoslovakia, 
Roumania, and Yugoslavia. 

3. Steps to be taken to compel the 
Germanauthorities to terminate hostili- 
ties in Silesia; nominations to the 
plebiscite commission for Upper Silesia 
and the commission to delimit the 
eastern frontiers of Germany. 


PAGE 

191 

192 

192 

1 93 

J93 

194 

195 

^95 

196 

199 

200 

201 

201 

202 

203 

205 

210 



NO. AND NAME DATE 

19 Continued July 26 


20 Meeting of Supreme July 28 
Council: 10.30 p.m. 

H.D. 16 


French Delegation 

July 21 

French Delegation 

July 24 

Meeting of Supreme 

July 28 

Council: 3.30 p.m. 


H.D. 17 



M.AIN SUBJECT 

4. Consideration of the economic clauses 
for insertion in the treaty with 
Bulgaria, 

5. Adoption of reparation clauses for the 
treaty with Bulgaria. 

6. Consideration of the financial clauses 
for the treaty with Bulgaria. 

7. Nominations to the commission to 
delimit the frontier between Belgium 
and Germany. 

8. Declaration proposed by the Commis- 
sion on Baltic Affairs to be addressed 
to the Governments of Esthonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania. 

g. Dispatch of a Kai-elian Delegation to 
the Peace Conference. 

[10. Dispatch of a Delegation of Swabians 
from the Banat.] 

1 . Distribution of minutes of the meetings 
of the Supreme Council. 

2. Italian proposal for the creation of an 
inter-allied organization for the distri- 
bution of raw materials. 

[3. Distribution of rolling-stock in Ger- 
many, Austria-Hungary, and Bul- 
garia.] 

[4. Re-establishment of postal communi- 
cation with Germany,] 

5. Blockade of Hungary. 

6 . Imports into Serbia; stoppages at 
Fiume, 

7. Glauses for insertion in the treaty with 
Bulgaria on ports, waterways, and 
railways; question of Western Thrace. 

App, B. Note on imports into Serbia. 

App. G. Note on Bulgarian access to the 
Aegean. 

1. Appointment of a committee to co- 
ordinate questions concerning the 
interpretation and execution of the 
Treaty of Versailles (Conference of 
Ambassadors) . 

2. Question of the disposal of the German 
and Austro-Hungarian fleets; Scapa 
Flow incident. 

[3. Nomination of a director for the 
PortofKehl.] 

4. Yugoslav claims in the Banat; attribu- 
tion of the island of Ada-Kalessi to 
Roumania. 

5. Allied forces for the plebiscite in 
Schleswig. 

6. Procedure with regard to Austrian 
proposals on the subject of minorities. 
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PAGE 
21 1 

21 1 

212 

213 

213 

216 

216 

216 

217 

219 

219 

2ig 

221 

222 

224 

224 

225 

226 

228 

228 

229 

230 



KO, ANO .NAME DATE 

C^CAMMiiTEK TO .supervise' July 23 
■ia;, KXi-.f;(;TioN OF the 
T icE.aT <)!' FEAGEWITH 

Germany 


Allied Admirals June 27 

Paris 


22 Meeting of Supreme July 29 
Council: 3.30 p.rn. 

11. D. I 8 


Mussulman Deputies Dec. 31 
FOR Western Thrace 1918 
Sofia 

M. Venizelos 
Paris 


23 Meeting of Supreme July 30 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

IL D. 1 9 


M.AIN SUBJECT 

App, A. Note recommending the appoint- 
ment of a committee to co-ordinate 
questions concerning the interpreta- 
tion and execution of the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

App. B. Joint note concerning the disposal 
of the German and Austro-Hungarian 
fleets. 

1. Procedure for answering Austrian 
notes. 

2. Extension of the time accorded to the 
Austrian Delegation for presenting 
observations upon the draft treaty. 

[3. Re-establishment of postal com- 
munication with Germany.] 

4. Qiiestion of the creation of an Allied 
organization for the distribution of 
raw materials. 

[5. Appointment of a commission for the 
distribution of rolling-stock in enemy 
countries.] 

6. Adoption of the economic clauses for 
insertion in the treaty of peace with 
Bulgaria. 

7. Line of demarcation between Polish 
and Lithuanian forces ; attitude of 
General Pilsudski. 

8. Question of replying to a letter from 
Herr von Bethmann-Hollweg with 
regard to responsibility for the out- 
break of the First World War. 

9. Hearing of M. Venizelos regarding 
the frontiers of Bulgaria. 

App. E, Letters to M. Venizelos and 
General Franchet d’Esperey request- 
ing an Allied occupation of Thrace. 

App. F. Observations on a note of July 24 
by the American Charge d’ Affaires 
in Sofia concerning Western Thrace. 

1. Bulgarian frontiers, 

2. Consideration of clauses for insertion 
in the peace treaty with Bulgaria on 
ports, waterways, and railways. 

3. Political clauses in the peace treaty 
with Bulgaria; adoption of provisions 
for the protection of minorities. 

4. German attitude in the Baltic Pi*o- 
vinces; approval of General Gough’s 
proposals. 

5. Disposal of enemy warships; Scapa 
Flovif incident. 

6. Preparation of conditions of peace 
■with Hungary. 
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PAfiE 

231 

232 

235 

236 

236 

236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

241 

242 

244 , 

247 

247 

248 

249 

249 

252 



NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


23 Continued 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 
No. 3581 


24 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H.D. 20 


General Sackville- 
West 
Versailles 
S.W. C. 430 I 

25 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H. D. 21 


General Nudant 
Cologne 


July 30 7. Consideration of representations by 252 

the Yugoslav Delegation concerning 
the financial and reparation clauses of 
the treaty with Bulgaria. 

July 28 App. G. Note to M. Clemenceau enclosing 253 
correspondence and transmitting pro- 
posals with regard to the withdraw'al 

* of German forces from the Baltic 
Provinces. 

July 31 I. Frontiers of Bulgaria. 258 

2. Military measures for the occupation 266 
of Danzig and Memcl. 

[3. Request of the Bwedish Legation in 266 
Paris to be heard on the subject of the 
Aland Islands.] 

July 24 App. A. Report on military and naval 267 
measures to be taken for the occupa- 
tion of Danzig and Memel. 

Aug. I I. Consideration of a communication 271 
from the German Government on the 
subject of the surrender of officers 
guilty of breaches of the laws of war. 

2. Consideration of information from 273 
Germany wfith regard to the number 

of men under arms there and the 
arming of students in Munich. 

3. Consideration of a telegram from 274 
General Franchet d’Esperey with re- 
gard to the military position in Bulgaria. 

4. Consideration of a telegram from the 275 
Inter-iA.llied Military Representatives 

at Klagenfurt relative to the execution 
in that area of the decision of the 
Peace Conference. 

* 5. Organization of the High Command 275 

of the Allied Army of Occupation in 
Western Germany after the entry into 
force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

6. Consideration of further claims by 276 
Yugoslavia: {a) frontier in Preko- 
murye, {b) Baranya. 

7. Yugoslav claims: (a) Bacska, (/i) Banat. 276 

8. Occupation of Prekomurye By Yugo- 277 
Slav troops. 

9. Roumanian frontiers in Bukovina. 277 

10. Bessarabian question; the Dobrudja. 278 

11. Financial clauses for the treaty with 281 
Bulgaria; Yugoslav claims. 

12. Question of distribution of enemy 283. 
aeronautic material. 

13. Question of deli\’cry of arms liiul 2B3 
munitions to Czechoslovalcia. 

Aug. I App. A. Telegram to Marshal Fod-t 284 
transmitting a message from the 
German Government on the. question 
of the surrender of oincers charged 
with war crimes. 
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MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


NO. AND NAME 

DATE 

French Deleg.ation 

July 3^ 

French Delegation 

July 14 

Allied Military 
Representatives 
Klagenfurt 

July 29 

Commission on 
Roumanian and 
Yugoslav Affairs 

July 22 

Commission on 
Roumanian .vnd 
Yugoslav Affairs 

July 25 

Commission on 
Roumanian and 
Yugoslav Affairs 

July 30 

IT.A.LIAN Delegation 

July 27 

Meeting of Supreme 

Aug. 2 


Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H. D. 22 


Lt.-Col. Romanelli Aug. i 
Budapest 


M. Glemenceau Aug. 2 

Paris 


App. B. Note on the strength of the German 284 
Army. 

App. G. German document concerning 286 
recruitment in the University of 
Munich. 

App. E. Telegram concerning dispositions 288 
in Klagenfurt basin. 

App. F. Note with regard to Yugoslav 288 
claims in the Prekomurye and Baranya. 

App. G. Note with i-egard to claims in the 290 
Banal, Bacska, and the Island of 
Ada-Kalessi. 

App. I. Note concerning Bukovina. 291 


App. L. Note on the delivery by Austria 292 
to Czechoslavokia of arms and muni- 
tions. 

I. Situation in Hungary; fall of the 294 
Hungarian Soviet Go%^ernment. 

[2. Danish request regarding expenses of 297 
the plebiscite in Slesvig,] 

[3. Danish request for wai'ships at 297 
Flensburg.] * 

[4. Reference to a commission of articles 297 
proposed by the Greek Delegation for 
insertion in the peace treaty with 
Bulgaria.] 

5. Sti'ength of the Bulgarian army; 298 
situation in Bulgaria. 

[6. Scale of pay for officers attached to 300 
Control Commissions in Germany.] 

7. Repatriation and support of Russian 300 
prisoners of war in Germany; responsi- 
bility placed upon the German 
Government. 

8. Question of a proposed treaty regard- 302 
ing access to the Baltic. 

9. Roumanian, amendment for insertion 303 
in the economic* clauses of the treaty 
with Bulgaria. 

App. A. Wireless message to M. Clemen- 303 
ceau regarding the fall of the Hungarian 
Soviet Government and consecjuent 
developments. 

App. B. Reply to Lt.-Col. Romandli. 304 


Military Representa- July 25 App. F. Report on the means of rcpatria- 304 
TivES OF THE Supreme tion of Russian prisoners in Germany. 

War Council 
Versailles 
s.w. c. 448 
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MAIN SUBJECT 



27 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H.D. 23 


Lt.-Col. Romanelli 
Budapest 
No. I. w. 136 


Marshal Foch 


28 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H. D. 24 


General Paraskevo- 

POULOS 

Smyrna 


DATE 

June 13 App. G. Memorandum on the entrances 307 
to the Baltic. 

Aug. 4 I. Situation in Hungary; consultation 308 
with Marshal Foch and Mr. Hoover ; 
adoption of telegrams to the Rouma- 
nian and Yugoslav Governments; 
nomination of an Allied Military 
Mission to proceed to Budapest. 

[2. Hearing of a Swedish statement on 314 
the subject of the Aland Islands.] 

3. Hearing of General Baird on the 314 
situation in Bulgaria. 

4. Appointment of Allied Commissioners 318 
for negotiations between the. German 

and Polish Governments. 

Aug. 3 App. A. Wireless message to M.. Clemen- 318 
ceau transmitting a request from the 
Hungarian Government for support 
by small Allied contingents. 

Aug. 4 App. G. Telegram from Supreme Council to 3 1 g 
the Roumanian Government request- 
ing that Roumanian forces in Hungary 
should conform to the policy of the 
Allied Military Mission at Budape.st. 

Aug. 4 App. D. Telegram from Supreme Council 3 1 9 
to the French Minister at Belgrade 
requesting that surplus food supplies 
be made available by Yugoslavia for 
Vienna and Budapest. 

Aug. 4 App. F. Draft Telegram to General 319 
Franchet d’Esperey with regard to the 
disarmament of Bulgaria. 

Aug. 5 1; Approval of instructions to General 320 

Franchet d’Esperey regarding the 
disarmament of Bulgaria. 

2. Situation in Hungary; telegrams from 321 
Capt. Gregory ancl Lt.-Gol. Romanelli; 
approval of instructions to the Allied 
Military Mission at Budapest; adop- 
tion of a telegram to the Roumanian, 
Yugoslav, and Hungarian Govern- 
ments. 

3. Coal situation in Europe; statement 325 
by Mr. Hoover; proposal to constitute 

a European Coal Commission. 

4. Question of the treaty for the protec- 329 
tion of minorities in Czechoslovakia. 

5. Situation in Bulgaria; hearing of M. 330 
Venizelos; Greek position \vith regard 

to Thrace and Asia Minor. 

App. A, Telegram to the GovernmenLs of 333 
Roumania, Yugoslavia, and Hungary. 

App. B. Directive for the Allied Military 333 
Mission at Budapest. 

Aug. 2 App, D. Dispatch to M. Venizelos respect" 334 
ing disturbances at xMdin. 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


MoHAilMEDANS OF 

Western Thrace 
Ka, valla 


July 29 App. E. Telegram to M. Venizelos in 
favour of liberation from Bulgarian 
rule. 


!^'IEETING OF Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 25 


Aug. 6 I . Question of the surrender of German 
officers guilty of breaches of the laws 
of war. 

2. Situation in Hungary; adoption of a 
telegram to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment refusing to recognize the imposi- 
tion of a separate Roumano-Hungar- 
ian armistice; hearing of Roumanian 
representatives. 

3. Turkish satisfaction at the constitution 
of a commission of inquiry into events 
at Smyrna. 

4. Repatriation of Czechoslovak forces 
in Siberia. 

5. Situation in the Baltic Provinces; 
action of General von der Goltz. 

6. Appointment of Allied Commissionei's 
to negotiate between the German and 
Polish Governments; addition of a 
Japanese representative. 

7. Approval of the draft treaty for the 
protection of minorities in Czecho- 
slovakia. 

8. Approval of the draft treaty for the 
protection of minorities in Roumania. 

[9. Reply to the note of the Austrian 
Delegation on the protection of 
minorities.] 

10. Proposal by M. Venizelos for the 
encouragement of voluntary emigra- 
tion in the Balkans. 

[n. Eventual restitution to the Allies of 
rolling-stock moved beyond the armis- 
tice frontier in violation of the Armis- 
tice of Villa Giusti.] 

12. Reconciliation of certain clauses of the 
treaty of peace with Austria with 
those of treaties to be concluded with 
Allied States constituted from the 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 

13. Reference to the Supreme War 
Council of the ciuestion of the dispatch 
of war material to Yugoslavia. 

14. Adoption of measures to prevent 
Germany from dispo.sing of aero- 
nautical material. 

[15. Liberation of prisoners of war formerly 
belonging to the Austro-Hungarian 
Army, now nationals of an Allied 
State.] 

[16. Immediate liberation of Turkish 
prisoners of war in Egypt.] 


Mr. Balfour 
Paris 


Aug. 5 App. A. Letter to M. Dutasta regarding 
the surrender of German war cri minals . 
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348 
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NO. AND NAME 

Colonel Logan 
Paris 


General Duval 
Paris 


30 Meeting or' Supreme 
Council; 3.30 p.m. 
K. D. 26 


Mr. J. F. Dulles 
Paris 


M. Clemenceau 
Paris 


Lord Milner and M. 
Orts 
Paris 

31 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H. D. 27 


Signor Tittoni 
Paris 

Capt. Gregory 
Vienna 


date main subject page 

Aug. 6 App. B. Letter to Colonel Wallace en- 352 
closing a telegram from Budapest 
transmitting the terms of a Roumano- 
Hungarian armistice. 

July 31 App. I. Note to M. Clemenceau enclosing 355 
a British report from Berlin relative to 
a German infraction of the air clauses 
of the Treaty of Versailles. 

Aug. 7 I. Consideration of telegrams concern- 356 
ing the situation in Hungary ; telegram 
to be sent to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. 

2. Bulgarianfrontiers;ciuestion of Thrace. 361 

3. Adoption of the frontier between 364 
Roumania and Czechoslovakia. 

4. Qiiestion of Teschen. 364 

5. Belgian claims in East .Africa. 365 

App. A. Memorandum relative to tiie 366 
armistice terms presented by Rou- 
mania to Hungary. 

App. B. Telegram to General Gorton 367 
transmitting a representation from the 
Supreme Council to the Roumanian 
Government. 

May 30 App. D. .Anglo-Belgian agreement rela- 369 
tive to German East .Africa. 


Aug. 8 I. Financial situation in Fiume. 370 

2. Situation in Hungary. 370 

3. Procedure for replying to Austrian 371 
notes. 

4. Sale of State property by the Turkish 371 
Government. 

5. Reparation and financial clauses in 373 
the peace treaty with Bulgaria. 

6. Adoption of Marshal Foch’s proposals 374 
with regard to German military forces 

on the right bank of the Rliine. 

7. Allied forces of occupation for Upper 375 
Silesia, Danzig, and Memel. 

[8. Clearance of battlefields.] 379 

' 9. Organization of Allied Control Com- 379 
missions for Germany. 

10. Co-ordination of the military clauses 38a 
in the draft treaties with Hungary and 
Austria. 

1 1 . German prisoners in the custody of the 381 
American Armies. 

12. Blockade of Soviet Rus.sia. 381 

Aug. 7 App. A. Note to M. Clemenceau regard- 382 
ing the financial situation at Fiurne. 


Aug. 7 App. B. Situation in Budapest. 
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NO. AND NAME 


MAIN SUBJECT 


M. Defrance 
Constantinople 


DATE 

Aug. I App. C. Telegram regarding the sale of 383 
State property by the Turkish Govern- 
ment, 


Marshal B’och 
Paris 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 


President Wilson 
Washington 


Aug. 4 App. E. Note to M. Clernenceau relative 384 
to the proposed strength of German 
forces on the right banlc of the Rhine. 

Aug. 6 App. F. Note to M. Clernenceau relative 385 
to troops of occupation for Upper 
Silesia, Danzig, and Memel. 

[Aug. 2] App, H. Reply to the Allied inquiry of 386 
July 27 regarding the proposed 
blockade of Soviet Russia. 


32 Meeting of Supreme Aug. 1 1 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H. D. 28 


1. Situation in ITungary. 387 

2. Consideration of a letter from the 388 
Czechoslovak Delegation relative to 

the Roumanian occupation of Hun- 
gary. 

3. Situation in Armenia; telegram from 389 
Colonel Haskell; Allied inability to 
provide troops. 

4. Execution of clauses 227-30 of the 390 
Treaty of V ersailles. 

5. Exchange of goods between countries 392 
of Central Europe, 

6. Consideration of a note from Supreme 392 
Economic Council on the economic 
policy of the Allies in Russia. 

[7. Improvement of the railway from 393 
Chambery to Turin.] 

8. Repatriation of Czechoslovak forces 393 
in Siberia. 

9. Proposals to prevent Germany from 394 
disposing of aeronautical material. 


Allied Missions, and 
THE Archduke Joseph 
Budapest 

General Dupont 
Berlin 

33 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

II. D. 29 


M. J. Gambon 
Paris 

M. 452 ■ 


Aug. 8-9 App. A. Four telegrams to the Peace 394 
Conference regarding the situation 
in Hungary. 

Aug. 4 App. G, Note to Marshal Foch regarding 397 
the surrender oi'Gcrman war criminals. 


1. Instructions to committees preparing 399 
clauses for the treaty with Hungary. 

2. Situation in Hungary. 399 

3. Frontiers of Bulgaria in Thrace. 399 

4. Recognition of the Republic of Austria .402 
under that title only. 

5. Consideration of clauses proposed fjy 402 
the Greek Delegation for insertion in 

the treaty with Bulgaria. 

6. Consideration of clauses on responsi- 402 
bilities for the treaty with Hungary. 


App. B, Appellation of the Republic of 403 
Austria. 
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DATE 
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PAGE 


34 Meeting of Supreme 

Council; 3.30 p.m. 
H.D. 30 

35 Meeting of Supreme 

Council: 5 p.m. 
H.D. 31 


M. Antonescu 
Paris 


.Roumani.an 

Delegation 


M. Pichon 
Paris 


M. Serruys 
Paris 


M. Defrance 
Constantinople 


Aug. 13 I. Situation in Hungary; telegrams from 404 
the Allied Military Mission in Buda- 
pest; status of the Mission. 

Aug. 14 I. Hungarian affairs; consideration of 409 
a note from the Roumanian Govern- 
ment and agreement of a reply thereto. 

2. Consideration of economic clauses for 412 
the treaty with Bulgaria. 

3. Greek participation in the commission 413 
of inquiry into events at Smyrna. 

App. A. Note to M. Pichon denying that 414 
tire Roumanian Government had 
favoured the assumption of power in 
Hungary by the Government of the 
Archduke Josepli. 

App. B. Reply of the Roumanian Govern- 414 
ment to the communications of the 
Peace Conference presented at Buchar- 
est on August g. 

App. G. Telegram to the Roumanian 416 
Government in reply to the Rouman- 
ian note delivered on August 14. 

Aug. 12 App. D. Note to M. Glemenceau con- 417 
cerning economic clauses in the peace 
treaty with Bulgaria. 

Aug. II App. E. Telegram relative to the com- 418 
position of the Allied commission of 
inquiry for Smyrna; Greek participa- 
tion. 


36 Meeting OF Supreme Aug. 18 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 32 


General Bandholtz Aug. 15 
Budapest 


1. Situation in Hungary; Allied lack of 
confidence in the new Plungarian 
Government. 

2. Situation in Silesia; strikes and con- 
flicts between German and Polish 
elements. 

3. Progranune of work for the Con- 
ference. 

4. Functions of the Editing Committee 
with regard to the treaty with Austria. 

5. Action by General Franchet d’Esperey 
with regard to Bulgarian disarmament. 

6. Reported recall of General von der 
Goltz. 

7. Occupation by Austrian forces of 
German-speaking districts of Western 
Hungary. 

8. Occupation of Prekomurye by Yugo- 
slav forces. 

9. Frontier in the Baranya. 

[10. Distribution of expenses of the 
Delimitation Commissions.] 

[ 1 1 . Allowances to officers on Commissions 
of Control in Germany.] 

App. A. Telegram to M. Glemenceau 
regarding the situation at Budapest. 
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421 

425 
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426 

427 

427 

428 

428 

429 

429 

429 



NO. AND NAME DATE 

Archduioj Joseph Aug. i6 

Budapest 
No, 132 


Mr. Hoover 

Vienna 

Ham No. 1158 

Aug. 18 

Meeting of Supreme 
Council; 3.30 p.m. 
H. D. 33 

Aug. 19 

British Delegation 
No. 265 M. 460 

Aug. 13 

French Delegation 

[?Aug. 17] 

British Delegation 

M. 471 

Aug. 19 

General Henrys 
Warsaw 

Aug. 19 

Mr. Gibson 

Warsaw 

Aug. 18 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 


38 Meeting of Supreme Aug. 20 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 

H.D. 34 


MAIN SUBJECT 

App. B. Communication to M. Clemen- 
ceau concerning the formation of a 
new Hungarian Government. 

App. G. Telegram to the Allied Military 
Mission at Budapest concerning the 
Allied refusal to recognize the new 
Hungarian Government. 

App. D. Telegram to the American Com- 
mission to Negotiate Peace concerning 
unrest in Upper Silesia. 

1. Functions of the Editing Committee 
with regard to the treaty with Austria ; 
character of the new Austrian State. 

2. Blockade of Soviet Russia. 

3. Liechtenstein and Vorarlberg. 

4. Situation in Silesia; action to be taken. 

App. A. Note regarding measures to pre- 
vent goods reaching Soviet Russia. 

App. B. Note communicating a telegram 
from the French Naval Attache at 
Stockholm concerning a proposal to 
run the blockade of Soviet Russia. 

App. G. Proposed resolution regarding 
Liechtenstein and Vorarlberg. 

App. D. Telegram regaixling unrest in 
Upper Silesia. 

App. E. Telegram to Mr. Polk regarding 
unrest in Upper Silesia. 

App. F. Draft telegram to Generals Nudant 
and Dupont concerning communica- 
tions to be made to the German 
Government with regard to the unrest 
in Upper Silesia. 

1. Turkish representation on the com- 
mission of inquiry at Smyrna. 

2. Situation in the Baltic States; question 
of their status; formation of the North- 
West Russian Government. 

3. Evacuation of Latvia by German 
forces. 

4. Situation in Silesia; approval of 
telegrams to Sir P. Wyndham and 
General Dupont. 

5. Adoption of military, naval, and air 
clauses for insertion in the treaty of 
peace with Plungary, 

6. Adoption of replies to the German 
Delegation concerning the calc.ulalion 
of war damages in devastated terri- 
tories and the restitution of certain 
topographical plans. 
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439 
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38 Continued 


Marshal Fogh 
Paris 


M. Haguenin 
Berlin 

Polish Delegation 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 
No. 3973 


Aug. 20 [7. Request of the Yugoslav Delegation 453 

to be heard on the subject of the 
financial and reparation clauses in the 
treaty with Bulgaria.] 

8, Situation in Hungary; telegram from 454 
the Allied Military Mission at Buda- 
pest. 

g. Intentions of the Austrian Delegation 454 
with regard to signing the treaty of 
peace. 

'Aug. 18 App. A. Note to M. Clemenceau on the 455 
evacuation of Latvia by German 
forces. 

Aug. 19 App. B. Telegram regarding the situation 458 
in Upper Silesia. 

App. C. Note concerning the situation in 459 
Upper Silesia. 

Aug. 19 App. D. Telegram transmitting to General 4.60 
Dupont a message from M. Pichon 
regarding the situation in Upper 
Silesia. 


Committee for the 
Organiz.ation of the 
Reparation Commission 


App. F. Proposed reply to a German note 46 1 
with respect to the estimation of war 
damages in the devastated regions. 


Mr. Polk 
Paris 
M. 477 


App. I. Proposed communication from 462 
M. Clemenceau to the Allied Military 
^Mission at Budapest. 


39 Meeting of Supreme Aug. 21 i. Roumanian requisitions in Hungary. 463 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 2. Anglo-Belgian agreement regarding 463 

H, D. 35 mandated territory in East Africa. 

3. Coal situation in Central Europe and 463 
the position in Upper Silesia; report 

by Mr. Hoover ; proposed mission of 
Mr. Hoover to Berlin. 

4. Situation in Hungary; report by Mr. 468 
Hoover. 


General Dupont 
Berlin 


40 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m. 
H.D. 36 


App. B. Telegrams relative to the situa- 470 
tion in Upper Silesia. 

App. G. Instructions for Mr. Hoo\T;r’s 471 
proposed mission to Berlin. 

Aug. 22 I. Affairs in Silesia; instructions to 471 
General Dupont and Colonel Good- 
year. 

2. Allied troops for the plebiscite zone in 474 
Upper Silesia. 

3. Consideration of a report from tlic 476 
Economic Commission with regard to 


the Austrian counter-proposals. 

4. Sale of aeronautic material by Ger- 479 
many. 

5. Alleged Roumanian intentions in the 480 
Banat. 

6. Situation in Hungary. 481 

7. Use of the port of Danzig. 48 1 





NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


4© Continued 


Gapt. Gregory 
Vienna 


M. Haguenin 
Berlin 


General Duval 
Paris 

M. Fontenay 
Belgi'acle 


Capt. Gregory 
Vienna 

Ham No. 1 192 


Aug. 22 8. Dispatch to Germany of advance 481 

elements of Control Commissions. 

[9. Use by the British and American 482 
armies of rolling-stock taken over from 
the German authorities under the 
Armistice.] 

10. Dispatch to Flensburg of a member of 482 
the Schleswig Plebiscite Commission. 

Aug. 21 App. A. Telegram to Mr. Hoover trans- 482 
mitting a report from Colonel Good- 
year on unrest in Upper Silesia. 

Aug. 21 App. B. Telegram reporting on German- 483 
Polish relations and the constitution 
of committees of the German National 
Assembly. 

App. G. Telegram to General Dupont 483 
(Berlin) respecting activities of com- 
missions for Upper Silesia. 

Aug. 17 App. E. Report to M. Clemenceau con- 484 
cerning German aeronautical material. 

Aug. 20 App. F. Telegram concerning alleged 486 
Roumanian designs in the Banat. 

Aug. 22 App. G. Telegram informing the Allied 487 
Military Mission in Budapest of 
Allied inability to conclude peace with 
the existing Hungarian Government. 

Aug. 22 App. FI. Telegram to Mr. Hoover con- 488 
cerning the political situation in 
Hungary. 


Marsi-ial Foch 
Paris 
No. 394.0 


41 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 3.30 p.m, 
H.D. 37 


Aug. 17 App. J. Note to M. Clemenceau concern- 48S 
ing the dispatch to Germany of ad- 
vance elements of Control Commis- 
sions. 

Aug. 23 I. Roumanian requisitions in Hungary; 490 
adoption of a telegram to the Rou- 
manian Govex'nment ; prohibition of 
deliveiy of war material to Roumania. 

2. Situation in Silesia. 491 

3. German prisoners of war in Allied 491 
countries. 

4. Composition of Allied forces for 493 
plebiscite areas in Eastern Europe. 

5. Sale of aeronautical material by 495 
Germany; conditional adoption of a 
telegram to the German Govermncnt, 

6. Blockade of Soviet Russia. 495 

7. Approval of a declaration to be 495 
signed by Austria with regard to the 
suspension of commercial relations 
with Hungary. 

8. Consideration of clauses dealing with .496 
ports, waterways, and railways in tire 
treaty with Austria, 

xxxiii 



NO. 


NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


41 Continued Aug. 23 9. Consideration of clauses on ports, 497 

waterways, and railways in the treaty 
with Bulgaria. 

10. Regulation of traffic on the Danube. 497 

11. Qjiiestion of the draft treaty on the 497 
subject of the cost of liberation of 
territories in the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy. 

12. Question of the draft agreement 498 
relative to the contribution payable 

by Italy for the liberation of terri- 
tories belonging to the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy, 


M. Clemenceau 
Paris 


Colonel Goodyear 
Mahrisch O-strau 


Allied Blockade 
Committee 


App. A. Telegram to the Roumanian 4,98 
Government with regard to Rouma- 
nian requisitions in tlungary. 

Aug. 22 App, B. Telegram to Mr. Ploover concern- 500 
ing the situation in Upper Silesia. 

App. G. Draft telegram to the Interallied 501 
Armistice Commission transmitting 
a communication to the German 
Government respecting the .sale of 
aeronautical material. 

Aug. 21 App. D. Draft note to the German 501 
Government respecting the trade 
embargo against Soviet Russia. 


Communications Section 
OF the Supreme 
Economic Council 
M. 491 


App. H. Draft letter from M. Clemenceau 502 
to the Roumanian Government re- 
specting the regulation of traffic on the 
Danube. 


42 Meeting of Supreme Aug. 25 i. Consideration of the report of the 505 
Council; 3.30 p.m. commission of inquiry into incidents 

H. D. 38 at Fiume. 

2. Chairmanship of Allied Military Mis- 505 
sion at Budapest. 

3. Situation in Hungary; telegram from 505 
General Bandholtz. 

4. Sale of material by American and 507 
British troops of occupation in Ger- 
many. 

5. Consideration of a notification to the 508 
Turkish Government by the American 
High Commissioner at Constanti- 
nople regarding Armenian ma.s3acres ; 
possibility of a French contingent for 
Armenia. 

6. Consideration of the propo.sccl allied 509 
reply to the Austrian observations on 

the draft treaty of peace; questions of 
Gmiind, Marburg, Radkersburg, and 
Garinthia. 

7. Approval of the draft agreement 512 
regarding the contribution of Poland, 
Roumania, Yugoslavia, and Gzecho- 

^ . Slovakia to the cost of liberating the 

territories of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy. 
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NO. AND NAME DATE 

42 CMitinued Aug. 25 


Allied Commission Aug. 9 

OF Inq^uiry 
Fiume 

Allied Military 
Mission 
Budapest 
N. 18 1 and T. 180 

M. Clemenceau Aug. 25 

Paris 


French Delegation Aug. 23 

M. Defrance Aug. 23 

Constantinople 


Co-ordination Com- Aug. 25 

MITTEE for the REPLY 
TO THE Austrian 
Delegation 

43 Meeting of Supreme Aug. 26 

Council: ii a.m. 

H.D, 39 


General Dupont Aug. 25 

Berlin 

44 Meeting of Supreme Aug. 27 

Council: i i a.m. 

H. D. 40 


MAIN SUBJECT 

8. Approval of the draft agreement 
regarding the Italian contribution 
towards cost of liberating the terri- 
tories of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. 

9. Proposal by M. Tardieu; prohibition 
of all action tending to overthrow the 
Austrian State as constituted by the 
treaty of peace. 

App. A. Report on incidents at Fiume. 


App. C. Telegram from the Supreme 
Council to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment requesting a reply to its telegram 
of August 23. 

App. D. Sale of material by British and 
American troops in Germany, 

App. E. Telegi-am on the action of 
Admiral Bristol in presenting a mem- 
orandum to the Turkish Government 
before consultation with the Allied 
High Commissioners. 

App. F. Note to the Supreme Council 
transmitting the draft Allied reply to 
the observations of the Austrian 
Delegation on the draft treaty of peace. 

1 . Situation in Upper Silesia. 

2. Consideration of the report upon 
incidents at Fiume. 

3. Consideration of the draft allied reply 
to the Austrian observations on the 
draft treaty; questions of Radkersburg 
and Marbui'g; economic organization 
of Central Europe. 

4. Violation of the peace treaty with 
Germany by article 61 of the new 
German Constitution contemplating 
an Austro-German union. 

5. Question of the note to the Roumanian 
Government relative to regulation of 
traffic on the Danube. 

App. A. Telegram to Marshal Foch report- 
ing obj'ections to the proposed Allied 
Commission for Upper Silesia. 

1. Consideration of the economic clauses 
of the treaty with Austria; economic 
relations between Austria and the New 
States of Central Europe. 

2. Supply of coal to Austria by Czecho- 
slovakia and Poland. 


Aug. 23-4 App. B. Two telegrams to the Supreme 
Council i-especting the situation in 
Hungary. 
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44 Continued 


M. Glemenceau 
Paris 


45 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: ii a.m. 
H. D. 41 


46 Meeting of Sup.reme 
Council: ii a.m. 
H.D. 42 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT 

Aug. 27 [3. Col de Reschen and Pas de Predil 555 

Railway.] 

4. Situation in Upper Silesia. ^ 555 

5. Publication of the Allied telegram of 555 
August 23 to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. 

6. German prisoners of war ; constitution 555 
of an Allied Committee for repatriation. 

7. Question of a plebiscite in Styria. 558 

App. G. Telegram to General Dupont 560 
respecting the Allied Commission for 
Upper Silesia. 

Aug. 28 I. Procedure of the Supreme Council. 561 

2. Repatriation of German prisoners of 561 
war ; nominations to the Allied Com- 
mittee. 

3. Consideration of article 61 of the 562 
German Constitution contemplating 

an Austro-German union. 

4. Question of the reply to the Austrian 562 
observations on the subject of tlie 
frontiers of Styria. 

5. Question of the reply to the Austrian 562 
observations with regard to part 3 of 

the draft treaty. 

6. Qiiestion of the reply to the Austrian 563 
observations with regal'd to ports, 
waterways, and railways. 

[7. Question of the reply to the Austrian 564 
observations on the subject of the 
labour clauses.] 

8. Drafting of the covering letter to the 565 
reply to the Austrian Delegation. 

Aug. 29 I. Rejection of a plebiscite in Styria; 566 
Radkersburg attributed to Austria, 
and Marburg to Yugoslavia. 

2. Qpestion of the reply to the Austrian 568 
Delegation regai’ding labour clauses. 

3. Question of the admission of Austrian 568 
and German Labour Delegates to the 
International Labour Conference at 
Washington. 

4. Situation in Armenia. 569 

5. Postponement of consideration of the 570 
draft covering letter to the reply to the 
Austrian Delegation. 

6. The question of article 61 of the new 570 
German Constitution. 

[7. Col de Reschen and Pas de Predil 570 
Railway.] 

8. The question of Vorarlberg. 571 

9. Execution of the recommendations of 572 
the Allied Commission on incidents at 
Fiume. 

I o. . Blockade of Soviet Russia : the Ameri- 5 7 2 
can attitude. 

I I. Form of treaties with New States. 573 
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Col. Haskell 
Tiflis 


French Delegation 


App. A. Telegram to M. Glemenceau 574 
urging the need for an Allied military 
contingent in Armenia. 

App. B. Note with regard to the dispatch 574 
of a French force to Armenia. 


47 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: ii a.m. 

H.D. 43 


Drafting Committee 


4S Meeting of Supreme 
Council : 1 1 a.m. 
H.D. 44 


M. Venizelos 
Paris 


President Wilson 
W ashington 


49 Meeting of Supreme 
Council; ii a.m. 
H.D. 45 


Aug. 30 I. Adoption of the covering letter in 575 
reply to the Austrian counter-pro- 
posals. 

2. The cjuestion of article 61 of the 578 
German Constitution. 

[3. Draft article for the treaty with 580 
Austria for the settlement of differences 
between States called upon to con- 
clude special conventions.] 

4, Languages of the peace treaty with 581 
Austria. 

5. The question of the proposed treaty 581 
for the protection of minorities in 
Yugoslavia. 


Aug. 29 App. C. Opinion upon article 61 of the 581 
German Constitution. 

App. E. Divergences between the English 582 
and French texts of the Covenant of 
the League of Nations. 


Sept. I I. Adoption of a draft treaty with Yugo- 583 
slavia for the protection of minorities ; 
question of a special regime in Mace- 
donia. 

2. Frontiers of Bulgaria in Thrace. 589 

3. Situation in Armenia. 591 

4. Repatriation of German prisoners of 591 
war in Bx'itish and American custody. 

5. The question of article 61 of the new 592 
German Constitution. 

Aug. 24 App. B. Letter to M. Glemenceau respect- 593 
ing the proposed alternative solutions 
to the question of Thrace. 

App. C. Telegram concerning the question 594 
of Thrace. 

App. E. Draft note to the German 595 
Government respecting article 61 of 
the German Constitution. 

Sept, 2 I . Adoption of a note to the German 596 
Government respecting article 61 of 
the German Constitution. 

2. Situation in Silesia. , 597 

3. Adoption of a Bulgarian frontier- line 597 
in Thrace; Bulgarian economic access 

to the Aegean; Allied military occupa- 
tion of certain areas in Thrace. 

4. Proposed Roumanian frontier in the 598 
Dobrudja; Roumanian action in 
Hungary; proposed Allied ultimatum 

to Roumania. 
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49 Continued Sept. 2 


M. Berthelot 
Paris 

Central Territorial Sept, i 
Committee 

Admiral Troubridge Aug. 30 

Budapest 

General Gorton Aug. 30 

Budapest 
No. G. 4.5 

Allied Military Aug. 26-3 
Mission 
Budapest 

Nos. igij 206, 215, 225 

SO Meeting of Supreme Sept. 3 

Council: ii a.m. 

H. D. 46 


Commissions on Polish Aug, 22 
AND on Czechoslovak 
Affairs 

51 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 4 
Council: ii a.m. 

H.D.47 


[5, Proposed addition to article 263 of 
the treaty with Austria.] 

6, Allied replies to the Austrian counter- 
proposals not to constitute authorita- 
tive interpretations of the peace treaty. 

App. A. Revised draft letter to the German 
Government respecting article 61 of 
the German Constitution. 

App. B. Report on the southern frontier 
of Bulgaria. 

App. C. Telegi’am to the British Delega- 
tion respecting Roumanian demands 
on Hungary. 

App. D. Telegram to the British Delega- 
tion respecting Roumano-Hungarian 
relations. 

I Ajil?. E, Four telegrams respecting the 
situation in Hungary; new Hungarian 
Government; letter of M. Friedrich 
to the Mission, 

1 . Evacuation of Albania. 

2. Roumanian affairs. 

[3. Question of the allotment of rolling- 
stock found in Hungary.] 

4. Postponement of consideration of the 
proposed treaty with Poland relating 
to Eastern Galicia. 

5. Request of the Czechoslovak Delega- 
tion to be heard on the subject of 
Teschen. 

6. Adoption of an economic clause for 
the treaty with Bulgaiia. 

7. Question of the completion of the 
draft treaty with Bulgaria. 

[8. Opinion of the Financial Commission 
on certain proposals of M. Venizelos 
for the treaty with Bulgaria.] 

App. C. Report on the questions of 
Teschen and Orava. 

1. Question of sending advance elements 
of Allied Commissions of Control to 
Germany. 

2. Prolongation of the time allowed the 
Austrian Delegation for the considera- 
tion of the Allied reply. 

3. Roumanian affairs; Sir G. Clerk to 
proceed to Bucharest with an Allied 
communication to the Roumanian 
Government. 

[4. Glauses relative to immigration pro- 
posed for insertion in the treaty wiili 
Bulgaria.] 

5. Question of Teschen; hearing of M. 
Benes. 
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Marshal Foch 
Paris 
No. 4243 


Sept. 3 App, A. Note to M. Clemenceau enclosing 628 
and commenting on a report by 
Captain Laperche of a conversation 
with Baron von Lersner concerning 
the dispatch to Germany of advance 
elements of Allied Control Commis- 
sions. 


R0UM.ANIAN Delegation Sept. 3 App. C. Note to M. Clemenceau relating 629 
to Roumanian and Hungarian Affairs. 


M. DE Saint-Aulaire 
B ucharest 


Mr. Balfour 
Paris 


Aug, 30 App. D. Telegramreporting M.Bratianu’s 630 
views with regard to the Roumanian 
occupation of Hungary. 

App. E. Allied letter to the Roumanian 630 
Government respecting Roumanian 
policy in Hungary. 


52 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: ii a.m. 
H.D. 4.8 


General Dupont 
Berlin 


Sept. 5 I . Situation in Silesia. 633 

2. Question of the Dobrudj a; Roumano- 633 
Bulgarian frontier to be unchanged by 

the peace treaty with Bulgaria. 

3. Question of Teschen; hearing of the 635 
Polish and Czechoslovak Delegations. 

4. Instructions to Sir G. Clerk on his 641 
mission to Bucharest. 

5. Access of Bulgaria to the Aegean Sea. 641 

Sept. I App. A. Unrest in Silesia. 641 


American Commission 
to Negotiate Peace 


App. B. Draft article relative to the attri- 642 
bution of the Dobrudja proposed for 
insertion in the treaty with Bulgaria. 


S 3 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 8 
Council: n a.m. 

H.D. 49 


[ I . Language to be used in the Gonven- 642 
tions replacing the Acts of Berlin and 
Brussels.] 

2. Sending to Germany of advance 642 
elements of the Commissions of 
Control. 

3. Question of replying to the note of the 643 
German Delegation regarding article 

61 of the German Constitution. 

4. Protest of the Yugoslav Delegation 64.4. 
against the treaty for the protection of 
minorities in Yugoslavia. 

5. Roumanian reservation regarding 646 
article 60 of the treaty of peace with 
Austria. 


Baron von Lersner Sept. 5 App. B. Note respecting article 6 1 of die 650 
Versailles German Constitution. 

No. 17 , 

App. G. Draft reply to the note from the 652 
German Delegation regarding article 
61 of the German Constitution. 


Roumanian Delegation Sept. 8 App. F. Note to M. Clemenceau com- 652 
municating a Roumanian reservation 
respecting article 60 of the treaty with 
Austria. 
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54 Meeting- of Supreme 
Council: ii a.m. 

H.D, 50 


Mr. Balfour 
Paris 


Sept. 9 I. Violation of the Treaty of Versailles 653 
by virtue of articles 61 and 1 12 of tlie 
German Constitution. 

2. Adoption of a reply to the note of the 661 
Roumanian Delegation on the subject 

of the provisions for minorities in the 
treaty with Austria. 

3. Possible refusal of the Yugoslav Delega- 661 
tion to sign the peace treaty with 
Austria; timing of the signature of 

the treaty. 

4. Modifications to the draft treaty for the 662 
protection of minorities in Yugoslavia. 

5. Hungarian affairs. 662 

6. Adoption of the draft convention 663 
replacing the Acts of Berlin and 
Brussels, 

Sept, 8 App. B, Draft letter to the Roumanian 6(53 
Delegation regarding its reservation 
on article 60 of the peace treaty with 
Austria. 


CHAPTER II 


Further Proceedings of the Supreme Council of the Principal x\llied 
and Associated Powers (Heads of Delegations) 

September lO-October 15, 1919 


NO. AND NAME DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


55 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 11,15 a.m, 
H.D. 51 


Mr. Balfour 
Paris 


Japanese Deleg.ation 


56 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: ii a.m. 
H. D. 52 


Sept. 10 I. Time-limit for signing the Air Gonven- 664 
tion. 

2. Violation of the Treaty of Versailles 665 
by virtue of certain articles in the 
German Constitution. 

3. Qiiestion of Teschen, 666 

4. Question of the presentation of the 670 
Bulgarian peace terms. 

App. A. Draft note to the Gennan Govern- 670 
ment I'elalive to articles 6i and 112 of 
the German Constitution. 

App. B, Draft declaration relative to article 672 
61 of the German Constitution. 

Sept. II I . Aircraft industry in Germany. 672 

2. Adoption of a note to the German 673 
Delegation and a draft declaration 
relating to article 61 of tlie German 
Constitution. 

3. Agreement to hold a plebiscite in 674 
Teschen and Orava, 

4. Question of admission of German and 674 
Austrian Delegates to the Labour 
Conference at Washington. 

[5. Rights and privileges of Allied work- 676 
people admitted to Enemy Territories 
and vice versa.] 



MAIN SUBJECT 


NO. AND NAME DATE 

56 Continued Sept, ii 


General Groves Sept. lo 

Paris 
as/c/595 

Drafting Committee 


Commissions on Polish Sept, i o 
AND ON Czechoslovak 
Affairs 

Allied Military Sept. 9 

Mission 
Budapest 

57 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 1 5 

Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 53 


British Delegation Sept. 1 3 


58 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 15 
Council : 4 p.m. 

H. D. 54. 


6. Languages of the Air Convention. 

7. Question of the presentation of the 
treaty to the Bulgarian Delegation. 

8. Question of the signature of the 
Austrian Treaty by Yugoslav Repre- 
sentatives. 

9. Question of instructions to be given 
to the Allied Military Mission at 
Budapest. 

App. A. Letter to General Seely enclosing 
and commenting on a German memo- 
randum relative to civil aviation in 
Germany, 

App. B. Draft note to the German Govern- 
ment and draft declaration relative to 
article 61 of the German Constitution. 

App. G. Report on the question of Teschen. 


App. E. Situation in Hungary; request 
for instructions. 

1. Emir Feisal’s journey to London. 

2. Conditions of Peace with Bulgaria. 

3. Demand for instructions from the 
Allied Military Mission at Budapest. 

4. Future of the Peace Conference; 
outstanding questions : {a) Turkey, (b) 
Russia, (c) the Adriatic, (d) League of 
Nations, (e) Trial of the former 
German Emperor and of accused 
officers. 

5. Syria and Cilicia. 

6. Russia; question of a Polish advance 
on Moscow. 

7. Future of the Peace Conference; 
question of British representation. 

8- Russia; consultation with Marshal 
Foch concerning possible operations 
by Polish forces in Russia or the Baltic 
Provinces. 

9. Question of the first meeting of the 
Council of the League of Nations. 

10. Trial of the former German Emperor, 

11. Trial of accused German officers. 

12. Question of Fiume. 

App. B. Aide~mimoire in regard to the 
occupation of Syria, Palestine, and 
Mesopotamia pending a decision in 
regard to mandates. 

1. German evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces; employment of Polish 
forces. 

2. Question of Fiume and the Adriatic. 

3. Incidents at Fiume ; Allied blockade. 
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58 Continued Sept. 15 4. Question of the signature by Yugoslav 708 

representatives of the treaty of peace 
with Austria and the treaty for the 
protection of minorities in Yugoslavia! 
attitude of Roumania. 

5. Instructions to the Allied Military 709 
Mission at Budapest. 

Signor Tittoni Sept. 15 App. A, The question of the Adriatic. 710 

Paris 

59 Meeting OF Supreme Sept. 17 i. Evacuation of the Baltic Provinces by 70 

Council; n a.m. German forces. 

H. D. 55 2. Languages of the Air Convention. 715 

3. Peace conditions with Bulgaria ; teni- 715 
torial, political, reparation, and eco- 
nomic clauses. 

4. Arrangements for the presentation of 720 
the treaty to the Bulgarian Delegation. 

Mr. Polk Sept. 16 App. A. Letter to M, Glemenceau 720 

Paris opposing the employment of Polish 

forces in the Baltic Provinces. 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 

60 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 18 
Council: ii a.m. 

H.D. 56 


General W'eygand 
Paris 


App. B. Draft note to the German 720 
Government concerning the evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces. 

[i. Admission of German and Austrian 722 
Delegates to the International Labour 
Conference at Washington.] 

2. Consideration of a draft note to the 722 
German Delegation relative to the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces; 
hearing of General Gough. 

3. Agreement as to the occupation of 728 
Western Thrace by Allied forces. 

4. Arrangements for the delivery of 730 
conditions of peace to the Bulgarian 
Delegation. 

App. B. Draft note to the German Delega- 73 1 
tion concerning the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. 


61 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: ii a.m. 
H.D. 57 


Sir G. Clerk 
Bucharest 


Messrs. Dulles 
and Nigolson 
Paris 

Commission on 
Polish Affairs 


Sept. 19 I. Situation in Hungary. 

2. Occupation of Western Thrace by 
Allied forces. 

3. Status of Eastern Galicia. 

4. Coal Supply of Austria. 

[5. Allowances for officers of the Allied 
Commissions of Control,] 

Sept. 12-13 App. A. Telegrams regarding the com- 
munication to M. Bratianu of the 
Allied Note, 

Sept. 18 App. B. Demarcation line for the occupa- 
tion of Western Thrace by /Vilied 
forces. 

Aug. 23 App. G. Report submitting a draft 
treaty relative to the status of Eastern 
Galicia. 
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62 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 22 i. Agreement as to the limits of the 755 
Council; ii a.m. occupation of Western Thrace by 

H. D. 58 Allied forces. 

2. Arrangements for the plebiscite in 756 
Teschen, Spisz, and Orava. 

[3. Allowances for Allied Commissions 761 
of Control in Germany.] 

4. Evacuation of Koritza by French 761 
troops. 

5. Repatriation of Czechoslovak troops 761 
from Siberia. 

6. Arrangements for the German signa- 762 
ture of the declaration with regard to 
article 6 1 of the German Constitution. 


Commissions on Polish Sept. 17 

AND ON CzECHOSLOV.AK 

Aff.virs 


App. B. Draft agreement concerning the 762 
holding of a plebiscite in Teschen, 

Spisz, and Orava. 


63 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 23 i . Question of the disposal of certain 764 
Council; ii a.m. German tankers. 

H. D. 59 2. Plebiscite at Teschen. 766 

[3. Allowances for olBcers of the Allied 768 
Commissions of Control.] 

4. Roumanian attitude towards Plungary; 768 
question of the trade embargo against 
Roumania. 

5. Hearing of M. Paderewski on the 770 
question of Eastern Galicia. 

6. Arrangement of the work of the 772 
Supreme Council. 


General Bandholtz 
Budapest 

No. 74 

Sept. 16 

App. A. Transmission of a telegram from 
Sir G. Clerk to the Supreme Council 
reporting on his mission to Bucharest. 

772 

Sir G. Cleric 

Bucharest 

Sept. 19 

App. B. Telegram to the Supreme 
Council relative to Roumanian con- 
duct in Budapest. 

774 

Sir G. Clerk 

Bucharest 

Sept. 19 

App. G. Telegram to Sir E. Crowe report- 
ing proposed movements. 

774 


[i. Convention of the Plenary Labour 775 
Commission.] 

2. Question of the disposal of certain 775 
German tankers. 

[3. Question of Spitzbergen.] 776 

4. Recognition of the Portuguese claim 776 
to Kionga. 

5. Organization of Allied Commissions 776 
of Control for Austria. 

6. Mission of Sir George Clerk. 777 

7. German evacuation of the Baltic 777 
Provinces. 

8. Blockade of Soviet Russia. 781 

9. Status of Eastern Galicia. 784 

10. Determination of the eastern frontiers 785 

of Poland. 

American Commission TO App. H. Note relative to the blockade of 786 

Negotiate Peace Soviet Russia. 


64 Meeting of Supreme Sept. 25 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H. D. 60 
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British Delegation 


Commission on 

Polish Affairs 


Mr. Polk 

Paris 

Sept. 25 

Commission on 

Polish Affairs 

Sept. I 

Meeting of Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 61 

Sept. 26 


Earl Curzon Sept. 25 

London 

Committee on the Exe- Sept. 5 
GUTroN oi- Political 
Clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany 

Baron von Lersner Aug. i 

Versailles 


Baron von Lersner Aug. 5 
Versailles 


Committee on the Exe- Sept, 5 
GUTioN OF Political 
Clauses of the 
Tre \Ty WITH Germany 

British Delegation Aug. 26 


App. I. Draft relative to the blockade of 786 
Soviet Russia. 

App. J. Addition to article 12 of the draft 786 
statute for Eastern Galicia. 

App. K. Memorandum relative to the 787 
draft statute for Eastern Galicia. 

App. L. Report on the eastern frontiers of 788 
Poland. 

1. Question of the disposal of certain 792 
German tankers. 

2. Proposed treaty with New States 793 
relating to reciprocal relations in 
transferred territories. 

3. Repatriation of Czechoslovak troops 795 
in Siberia. 

4. Distribution of Allied troops in the 795 
plebiscite areas. 

5. Consideration of the report of the 795 
Commission on Baltic Affairs on the 
occupation of Memel. 

6. Selection of military experts under 796 
article 163 of the Treaty of Versailles. 

7. Question of a communication to 796 
German Government relative to the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. 

8. German property in territory to be 796 
ceded to Poland. 

9. The question of Eupen dnd Maimedy. 797 

10. Question of the publication of docu- 798 

ments connected with the Treaty of 
Versailles. 

App. A. Telegram to Sir E. Crowe 799 
relative to German tankers. 

App. E. Note enclosing and commenting 799 
on a German circular relative to 
German property in teri’itories to be 
ceded to Poland. 

App, F. Note to M. Glemenceau protest- 801 
ing against a notice issued under 
Belgian authority at Eupen. 

App. G. Note to M. Glemenceau relative 802 
to Belgian action in Eupen and 
Malmedy. 

App. H. Note to the Supreme Council 803 
submitting a draft reply to German 
notes relative to Eupen and hlalmevdy. 


App. I., Note to M. Dutasta with regard 804 
to the publication of documents relat- 
ing to the Treaty of Versailles. 



PAGE 


NO. AND NAME 

66 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H. D. 62 


French Delegation 


DATE MAIN SUBJECT 

Sept. 27 I. Disposal of certain German tankers. 805 

[2, Authorization for German ships to 808 
proceed to Turkish ports.] 

3. Adoption of a communication to the 808 
German Government relative to the 
evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. 

4. Proposals relative to the Air Gonven- 8n 
tion. 

5. Question of the publication of docu- 812 
ments relative to the treaty of Ver- 
sailles. 

[6. Insertion in the treaty with Hungary 812 
of an article identical with article 310 
of the treaty with Austria.] 

7. Creation of a Commission to study the 812 
repatriation of enemy prisoners in 
Siberia. 

8. Signature of the decision taken by the 813 
Allied and Associated Powers for the 
organization of a plebiscite atTeschen. 

Sept. 24 App. A. Note on German tankers. 814 


German Delegation 
Versailles 


Sept. 26 App. C. Resume of conversations between 816 
an American representative and Baron 
von Lersner. 


Drafting Committee App. D. Draft note to the German Govern- 817 

ment relative to the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. 

Sept. 27 App. E. Revised note to the German 818 
Government relative to the evacuation 
of the Baltic Provinces. 

Drafting Committee Sept. 18 App. F. Note relative to the Air Conven- 819 
tion. 


67 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D, 63 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 

Drafting Committee 


Sept. 29 I. German ships sold during the war to 821 
Dutch navigation companies. 

2. Sale of aeronautical material by the 821 
German Government. 

[3 . Adoption of a report from the Military 823 
Representatives at Versailles on the 
distribution of enemy aeronautical 
material.] 

[4. Removal of rolling-stock beyond the 824 
armistice frontier in violation of the 
Armistice of Villa Giusti.] 

[5. Distribution of German submarine 824 
engines and parts.] 

6. Blockade of Soviet Russia. 824 

[7. Delimitation of the frontier between 826 
Austria and Hungary.] 

8. Roumanian activities in Flungary. 826 

Sept. 27 App, A. Letter to M. Glemenceau relative 827 
to the sale of aeronautical material by 
the German Go vermnent. 

App. E. Status of blockade measures 828 
against Soviet Russia. 
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French Legation 
Stockholm 


General Bandholtz 
Budapest 
No. 88 

68 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H. D. 64 


App. F. Swedish attitude towards the 829 
blockade of Soviet Russia. 

App. G. Mlied note to Neutral Govern- 830 
ments relative to the blockade of 
Soviet Russia. 

Sept. 24 App. I. Telegram concerning the Rou- 830 
manian attitude towards the arming of 
Hungarian police. 

Sept. 30 I. Cost of Allied armies of occupation in 831 
Germany. 

2. Proposed supply of oil by Germany to 834 
Lithuania. 

3. Procedure for the supply of foodstuffs 835 
and raw materials to Germany 

and Austria. 

4. General economic situation of Europe. 836 
[5. Appointment of arbitrators for the 837 

division of tonnage on the river 
Danube,] 

6. Considei'ation of a protest from the 837 
Greek Delegation regarding the com- 
position and functioning of the 
Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna, 

7. British proposal for investigation of 838 
complaints arising from incidents at 
Smyrna. 

8. Question of the Aland Islands. 838 

9. Questions of Karelia and Petchenga, 838 


Military Representa- 
tives OF THE Supreme 
War Council 
Versailles 

Apr. 22 

App. A. Report relative to the cost of the 
maintenance of the troops of occupa- 
tion in Rhenish Territory. 

839 

Supreme Economic 
Council 

Sept. 29 

App. C. Note for the Supreme Council on 
procedure for the supply of foodstuffs 
and raw materials to Germany and 
Austria. 

CO 

French Deleg-ation 

Sejjt, 20 

App. D. General economic situation of 
Europe. 

845 

Marquis Della 
Torretta 

Paris 

Aug. 25 

App. I. Note to M. Dutasta concerning 
the questions of Karelia and Pctchenga. 

846 

Meeting of Supiusme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H.D. 65 

Oct. 2 

[i. Negotiations with die Netherlands 
regarding the modification of the 
Convention of Mannheim.] 

849 


2. Military supplies for the Polish 84.0 
Government, 

[3. Designation of members of the 831 
Commission for the reiiarriatiosi «)f 
enemy prisoners of war from Siberia.] 

4. Repatriation of Polish, Yugoslav, and 852 
Roumanian troops from Siljcria. 

5. Transfer of the Russian battleship 85a 
Volya to General Denikin. 

[6. Applications from Finland, Nonvay, O53 
and the Netherlands for admission to 

. ' the Labour Conference at Washington,] 
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69 Continued Oct. 2 7. Procedure to be followed in notifying 853 

Neutral Governments regarding the 
blockade of Soviet Russia. 

8. Situation in the Gomitats of Western 853 
Hungary ; dispatch of an Allied Mili- 
tary Mission. 

Sept. 29 App. G. Note to M. Glemenceau enclos- 855 
ing and commenting upon a Polish 
memorandum requesting Allied assis- 
tance in military supplies, 

British Delegation Sept. 30 App. E. Proposal to transfer the Russian 860 

battleship Volya to General Denikin. 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 


70 Meeting of Supreme Oct. 7 i. Reply to the German note relative to 861 
Council: 10.30 a.m. the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. 

H. I). 66 2. Maintenance and repatriation of 862 

Russian prisoners of war in Germany. 

3. Organization at Vienna of a sub- 864 
commission of the Organizing Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Commission, 

4. Adoption of a telegram to the Gzecho- 865 
Slovak and Polish Governments re- 
specting the supply of coal to Austria, 

5. Dispatch of Allied officers to Upper 865 
Silesia to ensure the normal output of 
coal. 

[6. AppointmentofaCommissioncharged 866 
with the provisional redistribution of 
the rolling-stock of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy.] 

[7. Allowances for the Presidents of the 867 
Naval and Air Commissions of Control 
in Germany.] 

8. Question of the nomination of the 867 
plebiscite commission for Teschen, 

9. Delimitation of Greek and Italian 868 
zones of occupation in Asia Minor. 

10. Postponement of consideration of the 872 
observations of the Roumanian Delega- 
tion respecting the clauses concerning 
ports, waterways, and railways in the 
treaty of peace with Hungary. 

1 1 . Postponement of the appointment of a 872 
Committee for the execution of 
Colonial Glauses of the Treaty of 
Versailles. 


Baron von Ow- 
Waghendorf 
Diisseldorf 

Oct. 3 

App. A, Note from the German Govern- 
ment relative to the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces by German forces. 

872 

British Delegation 

Sept, 30 

App. B. Russian prisoners in Germany. 

873 

Euroi'Ean Goal 
Commission 

Oct. I 

App. D. Draft telegram to the Czecho- 
slovak and Polish Governments rela- 
tive to the supply of coal to Austria. 

876 

Sir E. Crowe 

Paris 

No. 60 

Sept. 25 

App. E, Telegram to General Malcolm 
relative to the proposed dispatch of 
Allied officers to Upper Silesia to 
ensure coal production. 

877 


xlvii 



NO. AND NAME 


DATE 


MAIN SUBJECT 


PAGE 


Colonel Logan 
Paris 

British Delegation 


71 Meeting of Supreme 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 
H.D. 67 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 

Sir E, Crowe 
Paris 


App. F. Distribution of rolling-stock of the 877 
former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 

Oct. 2 App. H. Note transmitting a report by 879 
General Milne relative to the delimita- 
tion of Italian and Greek zones of 
occupation in Asia Minor. 

Oct. 10 [i. Question of admission of German and 881 

Austrian delegate.s to the International 
Labour Conference at Washington.] 

2. Prolongation of the time allowed the 881 
Bulgarian Delegation for the presenta- 
tion of observ^ations on the conditions 
of peace. 

[3. Question of German and Austro- 882 
Hungarian ships in Spanish ports.] 

4. Adoption of a note to the German 882 
Government relative to the evacuation 

of the Baltic Provinces. 

5. Russian prisoners of war in Germany. 883 

6. Situation in the Baltic Provinces. 884 

7. Statement by Sir G. Clerk on the situa- 884 
tion in Roumania and Hungaiy. 

8. Dispatch to Budapest of a sub-commit- 889 
tee to determine the reparation value 

of material removed from Hungaiy by 
the Roumanians. 

9. Composition ofAllied forces of occupa- 890 
tion. 

Oct. 7 App. D. Draft note to the German Govern- 890 
ment regarding the evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces. 

App. E. Addition to the draft note to the 89 1 
German Government. 


Marshal Foch 
Paris 

Sir G. Clerk 
Paris 

Mr. Polk 
Paris 


72 Meeting of Supreme 
Council; 10.30 a.m. 
H. D. 68 


App. F. Di'aft resolution respecting 891 
Russian prisoners of war in Germany. 

Oct. 7 App. G. Letter to M. Clemenceau 892 
enclosing a report (with annexes) of 
his mission to Bucharest and Budapest. 

App. 1 . Proposed resolution regarding the 908 
establishment at Budapest of a special 
commission of the Organization Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Commission. 

Oct, II I. Admission of German and Austrian 900 
Representatives to the International 
Labour Conference at Washington. 

2. Consideration of notes to the Rouman- 909 
ian Government and to M. Friedrich. 

3. Roumanian action in Bcs.sarabia. 91 1 

4. Russian prisoners of war In Germany. 912 

5. Approval of constitution of Allied 913 
Gomrnissions of Control for ..-Vustria. 

6. Restoration of Russian war material 913 
taken by Germany. 

. 7. Proposed insertion in the treaty of 91.4 
peace with Hungary of an article 
ddentical with article 36 of the treaty 
with Austria. 



NO. AND NAME DATE 

72 Continued Oct. 1 1 


Mil. Polk 
Paris 


Sir G. Clerk and 
M. Berthelot 
Paris 


MM. Kronpensky Sept. 26 

and Schmidt 
P aris 

Generals Weygand and 
Sackville-West 

Supreme War Council Oct. 6 
Versailles 

Russian Embassy Oct. 6 

Paris 


French Deleg.ation Oct. 9 


73 Meeting of Supreme Oct. 13 
Council: 10.30 a.m. 

H. D. 69 


d 


MAIN SUBJECT 

8. Question of the attribution of Western 
Galicia. 

[9. Allowances to the Presidents of the 
Naval and Air Commissions of Control 
in Germany.] 

10. Alleged delivery of war material by 
the Roumanian Government to 
General Denikin. 

App. A. Draft note to Baron von Lersner 
regarding the admission of German 
and Austrian Delegates to the Intei'- 
national Labour Conference at Wash- 
ington. 

App. B. Draft Allied communication to 
the Roumanian Government with 
regard to questions outstanding. 

App. C. Draft telegram inviting M. 
Friedrich to reform the Hungarian 
Government. 

App. D. Note to M. Glemenceau protest- 
ing against Roumanian action in 
Bessarabia. 

App. E. Draft resolution respecting 
Russian prisoners of war in Germany. 

App. F. Organization of Allied Com- 
missions of Control for Austria. 

App. G. Note to the American Delegation 
respecting Russian war material in 
Germany. 

App. I. Question of the attribution of 
Western Galicia to Poland. 

1. Publication of the diplomatic instru- 
ments signed at St. Germain. 
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CHAPTER I 


Proceedings of the Supreme Council of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers (Heads of Delegations) 
before the signature of the Treaty of Saint-Germain- 
en-Laye 

July I— September g, 1919 

No. 1 

Peace Congress: Paris. io6 

I. G, 200.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^Orsay., Paris, on Tuesday, 
July I, igig, at 4 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon, R, Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 
France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Bearn, Captain de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. de Martino. 

Japan : Baron Makino. 

Also present: France: M. Pichon, M. Loucheur. Japan: Viscount Ghinda. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Lieutenant Burden. British Empire: Cap- 
tain Abraham. France : Captain A. Portier. Italy : Lieutenant Zanchi 
Japan: M. Saburi. 

Interpreter : Professor P. J, Mantoux. 

I. M. Glemenceau said that he thought the first business with which the 
JSfomination Council should deal was the appointment of a Commission to 
of Commission watch over the execution of the clauses of the Treaty with 
to supervise the Germany when ratified. 

Execution of Mr. Balfour said that he had intended to nominate Sir 
the Treaty with GrOWC.* 

Germany Clemengeau said that his nominee was M. Tardieu.^ 

The Commission was to have no executive power, but should superintend 
the work of all Commissions dealing with the details of the provisions of the 

^ AssLsiant Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs and member of the British Dele- 
gation to the Peace Conference. 

2 French Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Conference and Chairman of the Central 
TciTitorial Committee of the Conference. 
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Treaty. The Commission would report to the Council from time to time 
what progress was being made, and what further action might be needed. 

Mr. Lansing said that he would have to consider what nomination to 
make. 

M. Tittoni said that he could give the name of the Italian member on the 
following day. 

Baron Making nominated M. Otchiai.^ 

(It was agreed that the nominations should be made at the meeting on the 
following day.) 

2. M. Glemengeau said that he would ask M. Loucheur''’ to explain the 
functions of a Commission to deal with the reparation clauses of 
CmmSshn Treaty and to explain the necessity for its labours to begin at 
once, seeing that the Germans had already made certain enquiries 
regarding the execution of the provisions concerning the occupied districts. 
(See Annex [Appendix] A.) 

M. Lougheur said the proposal was to nominate a Commission with one 
member and one assistant from each of the five following States: — France, 
Great Britain, the United States, Italy and Belgium. 

M. Tittoni asked whether the Commission would deal with the devastated 
districts on all fronts, including the Italian. 

M. Lougheur replied in the affirmative, but added that it was not intended 
to form the Commission at once in its final shape. Each Government would 
be able to consider the question at leisure, especially as there would be a big 
staff and a very large organisation. What he proposed for the time being was 
a Commission to prepare the ground. It was to this Commission that he 
suggested that each of the Powers mentioned should nominate one Delegate 
and one assistant. During the intermediate period between the nomination 
of this Commission and the formation of the ultimate organisation, he tliought 
that this body should be authorised to converse with the Germans with the 
object of shaping a plan for procedure in the future. Sub-Commissions to 
deal with finance, rebuilding, &c., could be set up at a later time. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood that this Commission would liave 
a dual function: — 

(1) To organise the future Reparation Commission provided for in the 

Treaty. 

( 2 ) To deal with the Germans and the problems raised by them in tin; 

meantime. 

He further asked why Serbia was excluded. 

M. Lougheur said that it was intended that Serbia should take tiie place 
of Belgium whenever the question of Serbian devastated tenitors' arose. 
Japan would take the place of Belgium in matters regarding the Far IFist 

Secretary-General of the Japanese Ddegation to the Peace Conference. 

French Minister of Industrial Reconstruction and member of the French Delegaiioii to 
the Peace Conference. 
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and damage at sea. The , preliminary organisation, however, should, lie 
suggested, be done by nominees of the five Powers first mentioned. There 
would, therefore, be four permanent members in the final Commission and 
one changeable member. He would ask that the nominations should be made 
within twenty-four hours, and that the Commission should meet on the after- 
noon of the 3rd July, 1919. 

(It was agreed that the nominations should he made at the meeting on the 
following day.) 

3. Mr. Lansing said that he had not brought a second United States Dele- 

^ . gate with him, under the impression that this was to be a Council 

Constitution r Tp« 

of the Council . 1 

M. Glemengeau said that it was indeed to be a Council of 
Five, but he had asked M. Pichon^ to come as he would himself have to leave 
the Meeting. 

Mr. Lansing said that his experience was that, in a Council of Ten, in 
practice one Delegate spoke. The other did not, but by sitting in the Council 
he became acquainted with the whole course of the work, and was therefore 
prepared at any moment to take charge, should his colleague for any reason 
be unable to attend. 

M. Clemenceau said that he had no objection to raise if it were desired 
that two Delegates from each nation should be present. 

Mr. Balfour said that the mere presence of a large number made a 
physical difference. He thought conversation was simpler and more informal 
at a gathering of five. Even a silent Delegate interposed between each of the 
spokesmen cramped the conversation. There had been many objections no 
doubt to the procedure in the Council of Four, but there had been this great 
advantage. 

M. Glemengeau asked whether Mr. Lansing insisted on his point of view. 
He himself shared Mr, Balfour’s. 

Mr. Lansing said he would not insist, but he felt the advantage of having 
a second Delegate present. The day’s proceedings could be talked over with 
the second Delegate with much advantage to both. He pointed out that there 
must always be others present in the room. He was strongly in favour of 
having enough Secretaries present to make a full and agreed record of what 
took place. 

M. Tittoni said that he saw good reasons for both points of view, but he 
was prepared to agree to a Council of Five if his colleagues desired it. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that a start should be made with a Council of 
Five, subject to alteration if necessary. 

(This was agreed.) 

4. Mr. Lansing asked whether the decisions reached by the Council were 
Finality of the final. 

CounciVs Decisions M. Glemengeau replied in the affirmative, 

= French Minister of Foreign Affairs and Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Conference. 
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5 " 

Reply to Austrian Notes [Not printed]^ 


6. M. Glemenceau said that the following subjects had been suggested:- 
Frontiers in the following areas: — 

1. The Banat. 

2. Bulcovina. 

3. Bessarabia. 


Agenda for 
future Meetings 


M. Dutasta said that the frontiers in the Banat had been fixed and the 
decision had been communicated to the Yugo-Slavs and to the Roumanians. 
The frontiers in Bukovina had also been settled but not yet communicated. 


(It was decided that the communication should he made.) 


M. Tittoni enquired whether the frontiers had been only recommended 
by Committees or whether they had been fixed by decisions of the Council. 

M. Glemenceau said that they had been fixed by the Council. ^ 

M. Glemenceau asked whether anything had been done regarding 
Bessarabia, 

M. Dutasta replied that, as this subject concerned Russia, no decision had 
been made, but the matter had been studied by the Roumanian Committee. 

Mr. Balfour thought that it was unnecessary to reach a decision concern- 
ing Bessarabia, as no Treaty of Peace had to be made either with Russia or 
with Roumania. Pie thought that there were many questions of importance 
of which no doubt the Bessarabian question was one, but in his opinion the 
Council should first deal with whatever was required to bring about peace 
with the enemy States. 

M. Tittoni thought that the Council should make an effort to eliminate 
elements of disturbance and that the area in question was very disturbed. 

M. Glemenceau said that he agreed with M. Tittoni. Mr. Balfour’s 
proposals followed the logical order, but facts were louder than logic. lie 
thought the Council should attempt to suppress disorder as much as possible. 
He suggested that M. Tardieu should be heard on the following day for half 
an hour on Bessarabia. No decision need be taken there and then. 

Mr. Balfour said that if that half-hour was not required for other 
purposes, he would be delighted to hear M. Tardieu. 

The text of minute 5 is printed, with minor verbal variation, by N, Almond and R. H. 
Lutz in The Treaty of St. Germain (California and London, 1935), p. G6. This minute recorded 
a brief discussion, originated by Mr. Lansing, on the organization of commit ices to coiisidei 
Austrian counter-proposals to portions of the draft treaty presented to the .yustriais d(.-lega.iion 
(see No. 2, note 7). In conclusion it was agreed that M. Dutasta, Secretary-CTmeral (jf tiie 
Peace Conference, should on the following day make a full report on the situation as regarfk 
tile committees concerned. Appendix B to minute 5, containing a draft resolution by Mr. 
Lansing (not adopted) on the organization of committees, is also printed by N. Almond 
and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., pp. 66-7. 

’ The preceding section of minute 6 is printed by N. Almond and R. H. op. cit., 
PP. 556-7- 



Mr. Lansing asked who would represent the Russians. 

M. PiGHON suggested that M. Maklakoff^ might be heard, 

M. Tittoni said that if a Russian was to be heard, a Roumanian should 
also be heard. 

Mr. Lansing suggested that if this were done, they should be heard 
separately. 

(This was agreed, and it was decided that M. Tardieu should be asked to 
make a report on the following day regarding Bessarabia, and- that 
M. Maklakoff, on behalf of Russia, and a Roumanian Delegate should be 
heard separately on the same subject.) 

7. Mr. Balfour observed that there could be no peace with Bulgaria with- 
^ ^ out determining Bulgarian frontiers. He suggested that this 

fo^Bulgaria examined by a Committee. The Greek Committee, 

however, could not deal with the frontier between Bulgaria 
and Greece without knowing the boundaries of Turkey. The whole 
Turkish question was still unsolved and was to be solved as a whole here- 
after. He would suggest that the Committee be instructed to consider 
provisionally the Enos-Midia line as the probable frontier of the future State 
of Constantinople. 

(It was agreed that on the following day nominations should he made for 
the special Committee regarding Bulgaria. 

The Agenda for the following day was therefore : — 

1. Nominations for a Commission to supervise the execution of the 

Treaty with Germany. 

2. Nomination of an Organising Commission for Reparation. 

3. Nominations for a Committee on Bulgarian Affairs. 

4. Report of M. Dutasta regarding procedure in dealing with Austrian 

notes. 

5. Hearing of M. Tardieu, M. Maklakoff" and a Roumanian Delegate 

regarding Bessarabia.) 

Mr. Lansing said that he would like to add two short proposals to the 
Agenda. He had prepared two draft resolutions. (See Annexes G and D.)^ 

(It was agreed that these draft resolutions should be considered and that 
the next meeting should take place at 3.30 p.m. on the following day.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris ^ 

Jnlyi.igig. 

^ Russian Ambassador at Paris appointed in 1917 by the Provisional Russian Govern- 
ment of M. Kerensky, M. Maklakoffhad been relieved of his position by the Soviet Go^’-ern- 
ment and was in 1919 a member of the Russian Political Conference in Paris in the interest 
of the administration of Admiral Kolchak. 

® Not printed. For the texts of these resolutions see No. 2, minutes 5 and 6 respectively. 
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Appendix A to No. i 
German Peace Delegation 


Mr. President, Versailles, June 30, iqiq. 

I have the honour, under instructions from the German Government, to inquire 
of Your Excellency when and where the deliberations in regard to the occupied 
regions are to begin. 

Please to accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner.’° 

His Excellency the President 

of the Peace Conference, M. Glemenceau. 

JO Head of the German Peace Delegation in succession to Plerr von Haniel, v/ho had left 
Versailles after the .signature of the treaty of peace with Germany on June 28, 1919. 


No, 2 

Peace Congress: Paris. 107 

I. G. 201.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Powers i held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d'Orsqy, Paris, on Wednesday, 
July 2, 1919, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon, R. Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon, A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Nor- 
man, Sir P. Loraine, Bt. 

France: M. Tardieu; secretaries, Captain de Saint-Qiientin, M. de 
Bearn. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, Marquis Paterno, M. Bertele. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kaw'ai. 

Also present: U.S.A.: Professor Goolidge, Dr. R. H. Lord, Mr. A. W. Dulles, 
Major D, W. Johnson, Mr. Whitehouse. British Empire: Hon. 
H. Nicolson, Mr. A. Deeper, Major Temperley. France: M. Laroche. 
Italy: Count Vannutelli-Rey, Colonel Castokli. Russia: i\I. hlaklakoif 
(for part of Meeting), Roumania: M. Bratiano, M. Misu, IVf. Dia- 
mandy, M. Peilivan (for part of Meeting). 

Joint Secretariat : Lieutenant Burden, British Enipire: O-dpiAin 

E. Abraham. France: Captain A. Portier. Italy: Lieutenant Zanchi. 
Interpreter: Professor P. J, Mantoux. 

I. M. Tardieu explained that M. Pidion was unavoidably prevented from 
^ attending the meeting. He asked Mr. Lansing to take the r.b.air, 
Bessamhfa ^ANSiNG requested M. Tardieu to take the chair himself. 

M. Tardieu did so. He said that he had been asked to open the 
discussion on Bessarabia by explaining the views of the Gominirlce wliich 
had studied the question. He read the Report made by the Committee: — 
‘The Committee, after taking into consideration the general aspirations 
oi the population of Bessarabia and the Moldadan character of that region 

■ ■■■'■ 6 , ■ 



from the geographical and ethnical points of view, as well as the historical 
and economic arguments, pronounces itself in favour of joining Bessarabia 
to Roumaiiia. 

^It considers that this measure should be effected in a form which will 
safeguard the general interests of Bessarabia, more especially as concerns 
its relations with the neighbouring countries, and which will guarantee 
the rights of minorities in conformity with the provisions of the League of 
Nations.’ 

Since the Committee had reported, a protest had been received from 
M. Tchaikowsky on behalf of the Russian Committees in Paris, protesting 
against any annexation by Roumania, stating that Russia could not recognise 
any such act, and further alleging that the Roumanian troops had behaved 
in a very arbitrary manner in the country. M. Tchaikowsky ended by 
demanding a free plebiscite. 

Mr. Lansing said that the practical question was to know whether a 
decision regarding Bessarabia could find a place in any of the Treaties of 
Peace. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that he had made the same remark on the 
previous day. He had thought it was important to do all that was necessary 
to complete the Treaties first. M. Glemenceau, however, had thought the 
Bessarabian question pressing, and had therefore urged that it should be 
taken up, Mr. Lansing, however, had pointed out that no resolution could 
be adopted on the subject, and this statement had not met with any dissent. 

Mr. Lansing observed that the powers accorded to him as a Plenipotentiary 
were limited to the negotiation of Peace. They did not enable him to deal 
with a conflict between two friendly Powers. President Wilson, no doubt, 
might have been able to deal with such a question. He himself was not in 
that position. 

M. Tardieu said that it had been decided on the previous day to hear a 
Russian and a Roumanian representative. They had been asked to come, 
and each would doubtless say what he thought should be the frontier line in 
Bessarabia, Should the two agree, which he admitted was not likely, Mr, 
Lansing w^ould not be placed in the difficulty to which he alluded. Should 
they not agree, the Council would then be forced to see what further action 
could be taken. He would point out, however, that it was difficult to make 
a Treaty with Roumania if one of her frontiers were left gaping. He suggested 
that M. MaklakofF should be heard. 

Mr. Lansing agreed to this, but pointed out, however, that if any resolu™ 
tion were asked for, he could not take any share in it. He had given this 
warning in order that no false impression should be produced. 

(At this stage M. MaklakoflT entered the room, and was asked by M, 

Tardieu to express his views on Bessarabia.) 

M. Maklakoff said that two memoranda had already been sent to the 
Peace Conference on the subject of Bessarabia; he would endeavour to give 
the gist of the argument. In the first place, he must point out that no portion 



of the domains of the Russian State could be disposed of by third parties with- 
out the consent of that State. Not even the Peace Conference could assume 
that power. He and his friends had no authority to speak for any constituted 
Government of Russia. He wished to make this point quite clear at the out- 
set. As to the merits of the question, he would observe that there had never 
been any agreement between Roumania and Russia authorising the former 
to demand Bessarabia. Roumania had entered the war on certain terms, 
but these had not touched the question of Bessarabia. Roumania could there- 
fore base no claim on any clause in any Treaty. Neither could Roumania 
claim the right of conquest. These two arguments being set aside, it was 
alleged that Bessarabia should go to Roumania in virtue of the principle that 
peoples had the right to dispose of themselves. He would not discuss this 
principle, subject to limitations though it might be. He would admit it, and 
he would further admit that if there were any Russian subjects of Roumanian 
nationality who wished to unite under one flag with the rest of their country- 
men, Russia would be well advised to permit it. Russia was big enough to 
make a sacrifice of this kind, but it was the very statement that Bessarabia 
desired to join Roumania that he challenged. Bessarabia was not a Rou- 
manian country as a whole. Such demonstrations of a desire to join Roumania 
as had occurred among a portion of the population were mere camouflage. 
It was on the question of fact that he joined issue and refused to admit the 
legitimacy of the Roumanian claim. He would point out that the w^ord 
Bessarabia was often wrongly used. He would not go back to remote anti- 
quity. In the eighteenth century Bessarabia had been part of Moldavia, 
which was then a Turkish province. The Christians in those parts had always 
been under the moral protection of Russia. In 1812, a few months before 
the Napoleonic invasion, Bessarabia became a Russian province, captured 
from Turkey. There were at that time some 300,000 inhabitants. At the 
present time there were some 3,000,000. Over forty years later the Crimean 
War had taken place and, in the Peace of Paris, the territory captured from 
Russia had been restored to her, in exchange for small areas, and Izmail and 
Akkerman had been added to Moldavia. The rest of the country, i.e. the 
major part, had remained Russian since 1812. Then, in 1878, at the Treaty 
of Berlin, the Dobrudja had been added to Roumania, giving her access to 
the Black Sea, and territory twice as large as the portion of Bessarabia she 
had held. This small portion was given back to Russia to secure Russia’s 
access to the Danube. Ethnographically, the last census had not cstalDlislicd 
a Moldavian majority in the country. There was no reason to allege that 
the statistics had been falsified in any manner. Parts of the country were 
completely Russian. There were, however, four districts in the centre which 
were mainly Moldavian. It was only in these districts that the question of a 
plebiscite arose. These districts might be united to Roumania should the 
population really wish it. He would not, in principle, raise any objection. 
The Roumanians, however, declared that Bessarabia had already expressed 
its wiU. This he denied. Immediately after the Russian revolution, muni- 
cipalities elected by universal sujBfrage had been set up. They were the best 



organs for the expression of the popular will. They had not asked to be 
annexed to Rouraania. These municipalities had since been dissolved by 
the Roumanians,, and their representatives had protested against the Rou™ 
manian desire to annex the country. The vote, however, had since been 
secured from the Sfatul Tserii, which was an emanation of the Councils of 
Workmen and Soldiers, the latter being largely composed of Moldavian 
deserters. This body had resolved to make Bessarabia part of a Russian 
Federated Republic. This was in December 1917. In the following March, 
when Roumania had been forced to accept Peace, and M. Marghiloman 
was in power, this statesman had got into touch with the Sfatul Tserii and 
obtained from it a vote in favour of joining Roumania, with guarantees of 
local autonomy. When Roumanian troops had entered Bessarabia, invited 
to do so, he admitted, even by Russians, in order to re-establish order, the 
same body, after an interval of six months, had voted for annexation to 
Roumania, but out of 1 60 members only 46 had voted. It was a matter for 
surprise that a revolutionary assembly should have voted in favour of its 
inclusion in a monarchy. The whole vote, he submitted, was open to 
suspicion. It had been given during a military occupation of the country, 
and it was a minority vote of an arbitrarily self-appointed body. If he 
believed that the people backed this vote, he might be disposed to acquiesce 
in it, but he felt quite sure that a free plebiscite would yield a completely 
different result. Therefore, he asked that there should be a proper consulta- 
tion of the people. He reminded the Council that there had been a time 
when the catastrophe in Russia imperilled the success of the Allied cause in 
the war. If the war had ended disastrously, and Roumania had sought 
compensation from Russia for the losses brought upon her by Russia’s failure 
to continue the war, he would have understood the Roumanian claim; but 
Roumania had now come out on the side of the victors, among whom Russia 
was not. Roumania had got all she had fought for and all she had asked for 
before the war. Therefore, he protested wdth the greatest energy against the 
claim now made by Roumania, especially as it was not founded, as alleged, 
on the desire of the majority of the population. Finally, he would say that if 
there were districts showing a small Moldavian majority, wishing to join 
Roumania, he would be disposed to let them go. As it was, he constantly 
received complaints even from Moldavians in Bessarabia of the treatment 
which they received at the hands of the Roumanians. The vote of the Sfatul 
Tserii was being used quite fallaciously to justify what a reasonably conducted 
plebiscite would undoubtedly upset. He pointed out that similar votes had 
been obtained in Lithuania and in Latvia in favour of annexation by 
Germany. Any decision annexing Bessarabia to Roumania would be a 
source of permanent grievance, and would do harm to Roumania, which, 
would not be in a position to absorb an unwilling population. The most he 
could admit was a plebiscite in the districts in which the Moldavian popula- 
tion was predominant. 

(M. MaklakoiT explained his views with the help of a rri.ap, and then 

withdrew.) 
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M. Tardieu suggested that M. Bratiano^ should only be questioned in 
regard to the vote alluded to by M. MaklakofF. 

M. Tittoni said that the Council was in full possession of ethnical statistics 
and that it was unnecessary to hear M. Bratiano on that subject. 

(At this stage M. Bratiano, M. Misu/ M. Diamandys and M. Pellivan4 
entered the room.) 

M. Tardieu, addressing M. Bratiano, said that the members of the 
Council had studied the ethnological question thoroughly. They would like 
to know what degree of sincerity and authority M. Bratiano attributed to 
the vote obtained in the Sfatul Tserii. 

Mr. Lansing interposed that it mattered little how that vote had been 
obtained. It was more important to know how the consultation of the people 
could be carried out in the future. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought the question put by M. Tardieu arose 
from the statement made by M. Maklakoff. 

M. Tardieu said that there was a connection between the two. He there- 
fore asked M. Bratiano to reply. 

M. Bratiano said that he believed the vote alluded to did express the will 
of the people and had been given in full freedom. He admitted that the 
Assembly was a revolutionary one, but similar assemblies had expressed the 
will of the people in Poland, Czecho-Slovakia and elsewhere. The Roum anian 
occupation had found that Assembly in power and in control of the country. 
Its authority had resulted from the various successive developments which 
had taken place in Russia since the downfall of Czarism. Mr. Lansing had 
suggested a plebiscite. Bessarabia, he would point out, was a Roumanian 
country attached by force to the Russian throne for over loo years. When 
Russian autocracy fell, Bessarabia had come back to Roumania. The 
Roumanians had been called in by the people and even by the only Russian 
authority recognised at the time, namely, the Ukrainian Government. 
Difficulties did not arise on the question of nationality. It was the social 
question which caused all the trouble. The Bolsheviks were dissatisfied with 
the Roumanian Government merely because it established goverriinental 
order. The agrarian reforms introduced made the peasant pay for the land 
obtained by the expropriation of the landowners. The landowners, on their 
side, grumbled because they were expropriated. 

Mr. Lansing said that he wished to put a plain question to M. Bratiano. 
Would he object to a plebiscite? 

M. Bratiano replied that he did. He did so because the choice offered to 
the people would be that between Bolshevism and order. It was dangerous 
to offer such a choice to a country on the border of disturbed Russia. Should 

> Roumanian Prime Minister, Minister of Foreign Affairs and Delegate Picttipr,te.ntiary 
to the Peace Conference. 

2 E.oumanian Minister in London and Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace C^onference. 

3 Roumanian Delegate Plenipotentiary. 

4 Director of Justice in Bessarabia and Roumanian technical expert at the Peace Con- 
ference. 
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the Roumanians withdraw their troops there would be endless tumult in 
the country. 

Mr. Lansing asked whether M. Bratiano, if given possession of the countryj 
would agree to a plebiscite in two years. 

M. Bratiano said that he would not, as only revolutionary agitation 
would result from the knowledge that a plebiscite would take place in that 
period. 

Mr. Lansing asked whether M. Bratiano would object to a plebiscite at 
any other specified time in the future. 

M. Bratiano said that he would object still more strongly, as it would only 
prolong the agitation. He further begged to be allowed to state that the 
possession of Bessarabia by Russia would only perpetuate an anachronism. 
It had been for the Russian Empire a stage on the road to Constantinople. 
It could no longer serve that purpose. Russia owed Roumania a great debt 
as being largely responsible for her misfortune. Circumstances pointed very 
clearly to the best way in which Russia could discharge that debt. It would 
be by the cession of Bessarabia. 

(At this point the Roumanian Delegates withdrew.) ^ 


2. The following nominations were made: — 

AppointrmaofCom- United States of America 

mission to supervise Great Britain 

the execution of the France .... 

Treaty of Peace with Italy 

Japan ! . . . 


Mr. J. F. Dulles. 

Sir Eyre Crowe. 
M. Tardieu. 

M. Scialoja. 

M. Otchiai. 


3, The following nominations were made: — 


Appointment of 
Commission to 
organise Repara- 
tion Commission 
provided for in 
the Treaty of 
Peace with Ger- 
many 


United States of America 
Great Britain 
France . . - 

Italy 

Japan , . . , 


Mr. J. F. Dulles. 

Colonel the Hon. S. Peel. 
M. Louclieur. 

M. Crespi. 

M. Mori. 


4. Mr, Balfour said that he had an explanation to make regarding the form 
in which the question had been put on the Agenda. He under- 
Committee to stood that the Committee on Greek Affairs had been unable to 
^froniierfof frontier between Greece and Bulgaria without 

Bulgaria' knowledge of the ultimate border-line between Greece and 
Turkey. It was for this reason that he had suggested that the 
Enos-Midia line should be assumed provisionally as a frontier between 


s M. Tardieu subsequently reported of this hearing that: ‘M. Maklakoff and M. Bratiano 
had expressed the Russian and Roumanian points of view. After they had been heard, the 
Council had discussed the matter briefly without coming to a decision,’ (See No. 25, 
minute 10.) 
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Greece and the future territory of Constantinople. This could be used as a 
working hypothesis. 

M. Tardieu suggested that the Co-ordinating Committee on Territorial 
Affairs should be asked to deal with this subject and to hear the various 
experts dealing with the different frontiers of Bulgaria. 

(It was finally agreed that the Co-ordinating Committee on Territorial 
Affairs should be asked to delimit the frontiers of Bulgaria and to make a 
report to the Council.) 

M. Tittoni gave notice that Colonel Gastoldi would take the place of the 
Marquis Salvago Raggi on the Committee. 

5. The following resolution was proposed by Mr. Lansing and adopted : — 
‘That the Secretary-General of the Peace Conference shall 

notify the Austrian Delegation that it will be allowed a period 
of not more than ten days, counting from the date upon which 
it will receive the last section of the Conditions of Peace, ^ in 
which to make such counter-proposals or observations as it 
may see fit.’ 

6. Mr. Lansing proposed the following resolution ; — 

‘That the modifications which were made in the Conditions 

of Peace with Germany as a result of the German counter- 
proposals or for any other reasons shall, in so fiir as they may 
be applicable, be made ijfso facto in the Conditions of Peace 
with Austria.’ 

M. Tittoni said that he had a reservation to make, Germany had been 
given an option of furnishing labour as a means of reparation. Italy had a 
superfluity of labour and did not desire that labour should be offered her as 
a form of reparation. 

Mr. Lansing suggested that, if this were the only reservation, the text 
proposed, together with M, Tittoni’s reservation, should be sent to the Draft- 
ing Committee for suitable modification and incorporation in the Treaty. 

(This was agreed.) 

7. Mr, Balfour observed that he had pointed out on the previous day tliat 

■ the frontier between Austria and Hungary required speedy 
Atisirian Treaty, attention. 

Frontier between 

At/stria and (It was agreed that the Committee newly set up to an^rwer 

Hungary^ the Austrian notes regarding frontiers should endeavour to repoit 

on the followng day.) 

* Minutes 5, 6, and 7 are printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., pp. G7-O. 

7 The terms of the Conditions of Peace presented to the Austrian delegation at St. 
Germain-eii-Laye on June 2, 1919, were incomplete and in proof. The draft of the treat’/ 
remained incomplete on July 2, See No, 4, minute 2. 


Austrian Treaty. 
Resolution pro- 
posed by the 
United States 
Delegation^ 


Austrian Treaty. 
Resolution pro- 
posed by the 
United Slates 
Delegation^ 


8 . M. Tardieu pointed out that there was a clause in the draft Treaty with 
Austrian Austria requiring Austria to recognise ‘the following frontiers’ of 
Treaty. neighbouring countries. As it was not likely that these frontiers 
Recognition of would be completely settled before the signature of Peace with 
frontiers of Austria, it was desirable to alter the wording and to recjuire the 
neighbouring aggent of Austria to frontiers to be fixed later by the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

(TMs was agreed, and the question was referred to the Drafting Committee.) 

M. Tittoni remarked that he assumed it was established that the ultimate 
decision regarding frontiers was a matter not for the League of Nations but 
for the present Conference of Allied and Associated Powers. He wished to 
make the same reservation as had been made by the Italian Delegation 
regarding the Treaty with Germany. 


9. Mr. Lansing expressed the view that there should be a communique. 
Question of ^ALFOUR said that he understood the Council to be the 

communication lawful heirs of the Council of Four which had issued no com- 
to the Press of muniques. He suggested that this example should be followed. 
the proceedings Tittoni said that he was indifferent. 

of the Council Makino said that he agreed with Mr. Balfour. 

M. Tardieu asked Mr. Lansing if he insisted on his view. 

Mr. Lansing said that he thought it was preferable to issue a communique, 
which could be made brief. His experience was that information always 
leaked out, through one Delegation or another. The Delegation most faith- 
ful to secrecy suffered. 

Mr. Balfour said that if the communique was so judiciously framed as to 
contain no information he was indifferent. 


(After some discussion, it was decided that for the present no com- 
munique should be issued.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 2, 1919. 

® Minute 8 is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., p. 298. 

N©. 3 

I. G. 201 a] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
July 5, 1919, at 3.0 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. R. Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P. 

France : M. Glemenceau. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. de Martino. 

Japan: PI.E. Baron Makino. 



Also present; l/.S.A.t H. Hoover. Bvitish Empife'. Sir Willicnxi Ooode. Italy 
M. Grespi. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.\ Lieut. Burden. British Empire: Gapt. 

Abraham. France: Capt. A. Border. 

Interpreter: Professor P. J. Mantoux. 

1. (At M. Clem.eiiceau’s request, it was agreed that experts should not be 

present at Meetings of the Council but should only 
Presence of Experts at -j.|jg room if specifically requested to do so by the 

Meetings of the Council ^ 

(During the following discussion, Mr. Hoover,* Sir William Goode, ^ 
and M. Grespi^ were invited to remain.) 

2. M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Hoover to explain the economic position in 

Hungary. 

SttiMwri Hoover said that the problem was that of the econornic 

in iingary Central Europe. As matters stood, there was no 

hope of removing and distributing the Hungarian harvest unless the Danube 
and the railways across Plungary were reopened for traffic. The question, 
therefore, was not merely an internal Hungarian question. It was one of 
external economic relations. The action of the Hungarians had tied up the 
Danube and with it a large proportion of the river craft used on it. Further, 
the withdrawal of the German Armies from South-Eastern Europe had left 
behind it in Hungary a large quantity of rolling stock and river craft. In 
order, therefore, to set the economic life of Central Europe going again, it 
was necessary to have control of these essential means of transport. The third 
aspect of the question was largely political. Bolshevik ideas were impregnat- 
ing the working classes throughout the area. Unless some means could be 
devised of abating the infection, the economic regeneration of Central and 
South-Eastern Europe would be difficult. Bela Kun’s government was spend- 
ing a great deal of money on sending Bolshevik missionaries to industrial 
centres outside Hungary. This rc-acted on production. Moreover, the 
military power of the Hungarian Government was growing. A kind of 
nationalist passion was thereby put at the service of the revolutionary theories 
advocated by the Government. It was not likely that Bela Kuii would 
abstain from spreading his theories outside the borders of Hungary by the 
help of this military force. The next probable victim after Gzeciio-Slovakia 
was Austria. The social and political aspects of the question, Mr. Hoover 
said, were not his province, but he would like to observe that Bela Kim’s 
party until the last three weeks had not represented methods of violence. 
Latterly, however, executions had increased, which indicated that opposition 
was growing in the country and that the methods of red terror were being- 
resorted to. Previously, it might have been possible to treat the Hungarian 

^ Chairman of the American Relief Administration, and of the Food Section of the 
Supreme Economic Council. 

2 British Director of Relief Missions and member of the Supreme Economic Council. 

3 Member of the Italian Delegation and of the Supreme Economic Council 


revolutionary party with indulgence. Now that it shewed a tendency to 
overflow its frontiers, it must be considered as an economic danger to the rest 
of Europe. 

M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Hoover what he thought of the Szegidin 
group. ^ 

Mr. Hoover replied that this group appeared to him to be composed 
of extreme re-actionaries without any notable intellectual capacity. For 
instance, their deliberations of late had been devoted to the question of the 
resumption of the right of duelling. He did not expect much help from that 
party. It appeared, however, that discontent with the Bela Kun Govei’ii- 
ment was -growing among the working classes. Information from British 
sources had been received to the effect that the Trade Unions would gladly 
see the Government upset. Communism would not appear to have penetrated 
very deeply into the population and the Government was becoming, like 
that in Russia, a tyranny of a minority. Another difficulty applying to any 
solution that might be suggested was the obvious duplicity of Bela Kun. In 
support of this, Mr. Hoover quoted the following messages interchanged 
between Lenin and Bela Kun: — 

1. Message sent by Lenin from Moscow to Bela Kiin at Budapest on igth June^ 
1919 {includes following ) : 

‘It is necessary to make the fullest possible use of every opportunity to 
obtain a temporary armistice or peace, in order to give the people a breath- 
ing space. But do not trust the Entente Powers for a moment. They are 
deceiving you, and are only attempting to gain time in order to be able 
to crush you and us. Try and organise postal communications with us by 
aeroplane.’ 

2. Message sent on June 21st by Bela Kun (Budapest) to Lenin (Moscow) in- 
reply to his telegram of June 19th : 

‘I thank you very much for your telegram in which you approve of my 
foreign policy. I am very proud of being one of your best pupils, but I 
think in one point I am superior to you, namely, in the question of “mala 
tides”. I think I know the Entente very well. I know that they will fight 
us to the end. In this war, only a state of armistice can occur, but never 
peace. This is an out and out fight. Once more I thank you for your 
note.’ 

The authenticity of these messages was supported by the fact that they had 
been revealed first by British sources and subsequently intercepted by Austrian 
wireless. Of the various solutions proposed in the memorandum he had sub- 
mitted (Appendix A), no doubt the military occupation of Budapest would 
be the best. He believed it would be welcomed by the population, but it was 

“5^ A Hungarian political group in opposition to the regime of M. Bela Kun %vas formed 
at Szeged at the end of May igig. In this group, wliich constituted itself as a government. 
Count J. Kdrolyi was Prime Minister, Count P. Teleki Foreign Minister, and Admiral 
Horthy Minister of War, 
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no doubt beset with difficulties.. The alternatives to this policy were a more 
or less mitigated recognition of the Bela Kun Government. The plan lie had 
suggested was that the various Inter-Allied Commissions working in the 
neighbourhood should establish economic relations with the Fliingarians. 
There need be no direct recognition by the Governments, but by this side 
entrance it might be possible to obtain the opening of the river and the setting 
in motion of the means of transport and thereby the distribution of necessary 
supplies. He admitted that this might possibly strengthen Bela Kim’s Govern- 
ment, but, on the other hand, Bela Kun was supporting himself in favour 
with the working class on the back of the blockade. All the hardships of the 
situation were attributed to the blockade. By removing it, the Powers would 
deprive him of this argument and he might find it more difficult to plead his 
case. Whether this would neutralise the advantage of semi-recognition, he 
did not know. 

M. Glemengeau asked what was being done to re-victual Hungary. 

Mr. Hoover replied that nothing at all w-'as being done. At the time 
when Bela Kun came to power, the Economic Council was about to re-victual 
Budapest, as the situation there was thought urgent. The Communist 
Government, however, had, on coming into power, made a stringent search 
for all supplies and had, by careful re-distribution, managed to feed the 
population tolerably well. It appeared clear that they would reach the next 
harvest without starvation. Communism, therefore, had saved the Allied 
and Associated Powers considerable expenditure on food and supplies, as, 
since the establishment of the Communist Government, nothing whatever 
had been sent to Hungary. 

M. Tittoni said that the question of Hungary was one of the most difficult 
the Conference had to deal with. The Bela Kun Government was a serious 
threat to the neighbouring countries, including Italy. There had been two 
periods in this movement. In the first a peaceful revolution had been brought 
about. The effect of this stage had been the most dangerous. The Russian 
Revolution had been represented to the people of Europe as being accom- 
panied by carnage and general destruction. The Hungarian revolution had 
been quiet. It was, therefore, more attractive and more dangerous. It 
appeared to many in other countries that the sequestration of private fortunes 
for re-distribution and the re-allotment of house room were excellent measures 
which might be imitated to advantage in their own countries. The second 
period, however, appeared to reproduce the methods of the Russians. Not 
only were there executions, but methodical and systematic massacres ruid 
been instituted. It was very necessary, therefore, to suppress the volcano. 
The means of doing it, however, were not clear. He admitted he had no 
suggestions to make. The blockade obviously was not a solution. If rigidly 
enforced, all non-Bolsheviks would starve and Bolshe\dks would eat. If, on 
the other hand, food were imported into the country, the Government ^vould 
only grow stronger. Pie would welcome any feasible solution tliat might be 
proposed, but he had none to make himself. There was one point, however, 
to which he wished to draw special attention, and that was tire reported 
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seizure of all securities in Budapest by the Bela Kun Government. Should 
these securities amounting to 6 milliards of francs be exported and sold 
abroad, it would be useless to demand reparation from Hungary. There 
would be nothing left to take possession of. He thought it was imperative to 
put a stop to this. 

Mr. Balfour said that, in his extremely lucid statement, Mr, Hoover had 
approached a question of which he recognised the great complexity from the 
economic side alone. The economic problem was how to make transit by 
all means of communication through Hungary serve the purposes of equitable 
distribution of means of subsistence in South-Eastern Europe. This could not 
be brought about unless the situation in Hungary were radically changed. 
Neither Mr. Hoover nor M. Tittoni offered any plan for a complete altera- 
tion of that situation. He believed, therefore, that the case must be approached 
from the military side. A short time agos the Council of Four had sent orders 
to the Hungarian, Gzecho-Slovak and Roumanian Governments with the 
object of producing Peace among them. These orders had only been half 
carried out. Many things had happened since. M. Bratiano, in a private 
conversation, had told him that the Roumanians could not and would not 
retire from the Theiss until the Hungarians had been disarmed. The Hun- 
garians were withdrawing from Czecho-Slovakia and massing their troops in 
Hungary. Universal armament had been ordered. If the Roumanians, there- 
fore, retired from the Theiss which they could defend, they did not know what 
line they could hold, seeing their commitments on other frontiers. He thought 
there was force in the argument put forward by M. Bratiano. Fie had caused 
further enquiries to be made and had discovered that the Hungarians had 
not carried out their armistice engagements. They had not reduced their 
troops to six divisions; in fact, they appeared to have doubled their forces. 
He therefore suggested that the Military Authorities be requested, through 
their agents on the spot, to order the Hungarians to disarm in accordance 
with the stipulations of the armistice.^ This was not only the right of the 
Allied Powers but their duty. It should be made known in Hungary itself 
that until this had been done there could be no kind of negotiations with the 
Hungarian Government. Should it persist in breaking the terms of the 
armistice, military action should follow. He had some hope that the threat 
alone would overthrow Bela Kun’s Government. Should it not, the Powers 
were bound to do to Hungary what they would have done to Germany had 

s On June 13, 1919. Texts of the telegrams of that date sent by the Supreme Council 
to the Hungarian, Czechoslovak, and Roumanian Governments are piinted by D, H. 
Miller in My Diary at the Conference of Paris (New York, 1924 f.), vol. xvi, pp. 40C-9. For 
the earlier sequence of events see No. 26, note 3. 

'I'he reference was to the Armistice of Villa Giusti, concluded on November 3, 1918, 
between representatives of the Italian Supreme Command and the Austro-Idungarian 
Supreme Command, as supplemented by the. military convention of November 13, 1918, 
relating to Hungary, which was signed at Belgrade by representatives of General Franchet 
d’Espercy, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied forces in South-East Europe (Armies of the 
Orient), and of the Hungarian Government. Texts of both agreements are printed in Cmd. 
53 of 1919. 
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she broken the armistice. ? To carry this out it would be necessary to organise 
the Roumanian^ Gzecho-Slovak, Serbian and French troops at hand. When 
the Hungarians had been disarmed there would then be no excuse for the 
Roumanians not to retire. After this, when Hungary had been put into her 
right place, negotiations could be undertaken either with Bela Kiin or liis 
successors. By this means the evil of giving credit to Bela Kmi, which 
Mr. Hoover had shown was to be feared, would be avoided. At the present 
time Vienna was in danger and perhaps Roumania. This could be stopped 
by prompt military action, which would be justified by Hungary’s flagrant 
breach of the armistice. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would like to state his opinion, though lie 
feared it would not be a very clear one. He had agreed thus far witii all the 
speakers. The situation reminded him of the La Fontaine fable in which a 
gathering of rats decided to hang a bell round a cat’s neck. Ail agreed this 
was desirable but no one knew how to do it. He thought that the situation 
had been accurately described by Mr. Hoover. He acquiesced in all 
M. Tittoni had said, and he thought Mr. Balfour had said excellent things. 
But how were the Powers to do what he proposed? France was demobilising 
and could not stop the process. At the end of October there would be but 
three classes with the Golours; that was to say the Army would be on a peace 
footing. The French Chamber was resolutely opposed to intervention in 
Russia. He thought the Chamber was right, seeing the results hitherto 

On June i6, 1919, the Allied and Associated Powers had presented their reply to the 
observations of the German Delegation on the Conditions of Peace (see British mid Foreign 
State Papers, igig, voL cxii, p. 244!'.), in which they rec|uested from the German, Delegation 
a declaration ‘within five days from the date of this communication that they are prepared 
to sign the Treaty as it stands to-day’. On that day and on June 17 and 20 the Supreme 
Council (Council of Four) considered military action to be taken against Germany should 
she return a negative reply or fail to answer before the expiration of tlic time-limit and 
therefore of the armistice, due on June 23 in consecpience of a 4H-hom' estensiun. in this 
connexion Marshal Foch explained to the Supreme Council a iilan i'or an aiK'ance by 
39 Allied divisions into Germany ‘in two bounds’ from the line of the rivt;r Riiine to that of 
the river Weser and up the valley of the Main with the object of severing southern from 
northern Germany and preparing for a further advance, in case of need, with tlu^ political 
centres of Weimar and Berlin as the ultimate objectives; it was hoped that ii might prove 
possible to mount co-ordinated operations from the east by Polish and j)os.-iil)ly ( Izet-hoslovak 
forces. On June 20 theSupreme Council authorized Marshal Foch ‘tucomnuaice his a.dvance 
immediately on the expiration of the Ai-mistice’ at 7 p.m, on June 23, 1919. At p.in. on 
June 23 the Supreme Council, having previously refused a German oiler of signal ure witf- 
certain reservations and a .subsequent German request for a furtht.'r .}8-hours extension of 
the time-limit, met ‘at President Wilson’s House in the Place cles EiaLs-Unis, Pari.-,'. /\l 
5 p.m. the Council proceeded to discuss the sinking of the German flcel at Scapa Flow two 
days previously. No satisfactory reply had by that hour been received from llic German 
Delegation. At 5.40 p.m. the meeting concluded as follows during an obsezvaiiou by 
Mr. Balfour, as recorded by Sir M. Hankey; b\s to squeezing the Gernjan.s .... (At tins 
point M. Dutasta, followed by Colonel Henri and Captain Portier, entered tin? naan, wiih 
a note from the German Delegation expressing willingness on behalf of ilu; Gcnu.au Re- 
public to sign, under compulsion, a dishonourable peace. (See Annexur'e A [not printed]) . 
Orders were given for guns to be fired. No further discussion took place.)’ Cf. al.-aj Gouni: 
L. Aidrovandi Marescotti ; Nuovi rkordi efrarntnenti di iiam (Milan, 19311), p. 74 f. 
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obtained; a milliard or so was being thrown away on the expedition in 
Siberia. This was an absurd expense and could not continue. If Parliament, 
therefore, decline to fight Bolshevism in Russia, it would equally refuse to 
fight it in Hungary, Mr. Balfour’s argument that the Hungarians had 
accepted the armistice and had then broken it and therefore deserved coer- 
cion was a strong one, if indeed they had accepted it. But what troops did 
Mr. Balfour mean to use to coerce the Hungarians? He had mentioned 
Czechs, Roumanians and French. 

Mr. Balfour, added and Serbs. 

M. Glemengeau said that they would require money. He for one could 
not supply any. Moreover, Germany for the time being seemed ready to 
fulfil her engagements and to behave well. Should the Germans, however, 
see the Entente thoroughly embarassed in Hungary this attitude might 
change. The march on Budapest had been thought of before. In particular 
the Italians seemed disposed to go there, and he heard that General Segre® 
had gone to Rome to advocate the policy. 

M. Tittoni said that the Italian Parliament was of the same mind as the 
French. 

M. Glemengeau said that no strong economic argument could be brought 
to bear on the Hungarians. Whether the blockade were raised or not, little 
effect could be produced on internal policy. The population could hold out. 
He had some doubts about the capacity of the Czechs to fight the Hun- 
garians. The Roumanians might or might not be willing. At the present 
time they seemed considerably dissatisfied with the Peace Conference. There 
were no British or American troops available. French and Italian troops 
therefore seemed called upon to do the work. He must state clearly that for 
his part he could not undertake it. He had consulted Marshal Foch and 
General Franchet d’Esperey, who had often wished to march on Budapest. 
He had asked for plans, and had been supplied with a plan more ambitious 
than that of Napoleon’s march on Moscow. French, British and Italian 
contingents were rec|uired. The fact was that both the peoples and the 
Parliaments of the Entente countries were anxious to settle the crisis more 
quickly than was really possible. After the vast upheaval of the war and the 
pulverization of military forces, and, on top of it, the universal inclination 
towards social revolution, it was hardly possible to. produce order in a short 
time. The Conference had tried to establish justice in the world. This was 
not the first time that such an attempt had been made. All knew what had 
resulted before. It was now clear to all who had taken part in the Confer- 
ence how difficult it was to draw even frontiers equitably. Plis Italian 
colleague would doubtless agree with him. People hke the Russians, who had 
been slaves under a terrible despotism, had thought that liberty could be 
exercised without self-control. They had betrayed their Allies and caused 
them immense losses. The evil had spread. Italy, though an old and wise 
community, had been shaken up. Great Britain and France had had their 
troubles. There had been disaffection in the French Navy and even in the 
® Head of the Italian Military Mission in Vienna. 


19 



Army. The world was sick of fighting. The Conference had therefore to 
deal with revolutions in militaiy power, alterations of frontiers, and social 
revolutions inspired by no [sic] ideas. It had been thought that the Russian 
people would recover. That was a mistake; owing to the vastiiess of the 
Russian territory, somehow the Russian people had survived its own 
disasters, but all intervention to assist them to establish a reasonable Govern- 
ment had been in vain. Now the evil had attacked Hungary, which had not 
been anticipated, as it was a country of peasants and relatively rich. The 
policy he had to offer was not one of which he was proud. It was simply 
this — to hold the issues and to wait. He said this after taking into considera- 
tion the feelings of the Entente peoples, and of their Parliaments. All were 
in a hurry to cease fighting, and to resume normal life. They were probably 
wrong, but that feeling could not be gainsaid. This was not a noble policy, 
and might be said to look like impotence. He would not deny it. But, after 
losing hundreds of thousands of lives and spending the national treasure, he 
thought no other policy was possible. As to Hungary, he knew the country 
a little. Before the war the people had been the slaves of Germany, merely 
because they thought that Germany was the strongest power, but there was 
more common-sense there than in Russia. He had been struck in Mr. Hoover’s 
statement by the fact that the trades unions were sick of the Gommimist 
Government. He would therefore follow Mr. Balfour’s policy so far as to 
threaten Hungary with intervention should they not observe the armistice. 
Then he would consult the military experts. If military action had to be 
undertaken, all would have to help, and much money would have to be 
spent. In the meantime, however, he hoped that Providence might furnish 
some means of escape. It was not his nature to temporise, but in this case he 
would. Plungary could be surrounded by a ‘cordon sanitaire’; Communism 
would not last long in that country. If the Generals recommended a plan 
similar to that shown liim some months ago by Marshal Foch, he felt sure that 
no Government would undertake the task of coercing Hungary. It was not a 
showy policy that he recommended, but it was the best he could oiler. 

Mr. Lansing observed that there was one question of urgent necessity, 
namely, that of making peace with Hungary. I'o do tliis it was necessary to 
have someone there to make peace with. Did the Council propose to make 
peace with Bela Kun? If not, with whom? If it could not be made with 
Bela Run, pressure must be brought to bear on him to go. The only means 
of doing this appeared to be military means. 

(At this point General Blis.s, General Sackviile-West, General Thwaites, 

General Bclin and General Cavallero’ entered the room.) 

hi. Glemengeau asked General Bliss to show what forces and i,\'liat methods 
he thought would be necessary to compel Bela Kun’s Government to respect 
the armistice, if other means failed, and what hope of success he entertained. 

® Generals Bliss, Sackville-West, Belin, and Gavallero were respectively the American, 
British, -French, and Italian military representatives on the Supreme War Council. General 
Thwaites was the British Director of Military Intelligence. 
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General Bliss said that some six weeks ago, at the request of the Council 
of Four, the Military Representatives at Versailles had made a report on the 
means that might be taken to prevent a Hungarian attack on Czecho- 
slovakia. The report had been to the effect that if military measures had to 
be resorted to, the troops used must be those on the spot, namely, Roumanian, 
Serbian and French troops. It was then believed that the troops available 
locally would be sufficient. This was the opinion of the French General 
Staff. Since then, however, Bela Kun’s troops had increased from 150,000 
to 220,000 armed men. The situation had also changed in other respects, 
and he was unable to say whether the troops then considered sufficient would 
be sufficient now. There had been an inconclusive discussion in the Council 
of Four on the report. Since that date he knew nothing of what had been 
decided. If the plan then recommended had been thought workable, it 
should have been submitted to General Franchet d’Esperey. This, as far as 
he knew, had not been done. Moreover, he could not say whether the 
Roumanians and Serbians would act. As far as he was concerned, he thought 
the question required renewed study at Versailles, in order that he might 
exchange views with his colleagues on the new situation. 

General Cavallero agreed with General Bliss that a new study of the 
subject was necessary. The action now required was not quite the same as 
that contemplated previously, and in the meantime the Hungarian army had 
increased. 

General Belin said that all the Military Representatives had agreed that 
a demonstration of force would have been sufficient when they were previ- 
ously consulted. He still believed that a demonstration by the forces locally 
available would be enough to overthrow the Bela Kun Government. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not wish the Military Advisers to restrict 
their recommendations to the employment of forces at present on the spot. 
If more were required, he expected them to say so. 

General Sackville-West said that he was in accord with his Military 
colleagues. He would like to re-consider the question. 

M. Glemengeau asked how soon a report could be obtained. 

General Bliss said that if all the information required were available, the 
report could be made within 48 hours. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether, in view of the flagrant breach of the armistice 
by Bela Kun’s Government, it would not be well to warn him at once that 
he must observe the armistice. He would be ready, however, if his colleagues 
preferred it, to wait 48 hours until the report of the Military Representatives 
had been received. 

(It was agreed that the report he awaited.) 

General Bliss pointed out that it would be necessary to consult the 
Gommaiider-in-Ghief on the spot. 

M. Glemengeau said that it would be sufficient to consult Marshal Foch, 
who had all the necessary information from General Franchet d’Esperey. 

Mr. Lansing asked that the Military Representatives add to their report 


21 



a brief account of the armament at the disposal of the Hungarian Army , and 
of their means of replenishing this armament. In particular, he would like 
to know whether it was made within the country or imported from without. 
(The following resolution was then adopted : — 

Ht was decided that the Military Representatives at Versailles in con- 
sultation with Marshal Foch, should examine the military possibilities 
of enforcing on Hungary respect for the Armistice conditions accepted, and 
make a report to the Council in 48 hours. The Military Rcpreseiitatives 
were also asked to report on the means of mumtiorniieiit at the disposal 
of the Hungarian Government.’) 

(The Military Experts then withdrew.) 

M. Tittoni then suggested that the Allies take steps to forbid the exporta- 
tion of all the securities seized by the Bela Kun Government, as the disposal 
of these securities abroad would render nugatory any claim for reparation 
on Hungary. 

(The following resolution was then adopted: — 

‘That the Financial Commission be asked to submit at a very early date 
to the Council, a proposal for preventing the sale abroad of securities 
seized by order of the Bela Kun Government in Hungary.’) 


3. At Mr. Lansing’s proposal (see Annexure B*®), the following resolution 
was adopted : — 

‘Colonel W. N. Haskell, U.S.A., is appointed by this Council to 
Armenia High Commissioner in Armenia on behalf of the United 

States, British, __ French and Italian Governments, it being under- 
stood that Colonel Haskell will be coincidentally appointed to take full charge 
of all relief measures in Armenia by the various relief organizations operating 
there. All representatives of the IJnited States, British, French and Italian 
Governments in Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan and Constantinople are to be 
at once instructed to co-operate with and give support to Colonel Haskell.’ 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Viila Majestic^ Paris, 
July 3, 1919. 


Not printed. This appendix comprised: (i) A copy of a letter headed ‘Supreme 
Economic Council, Paris, June 1919’, from Mr. Hoover to President Wilson forwarding 
a recommendation ‘that a single temporary resident Commissioner should be appointed to 
Armenia’, this commissioner to be the joint representative of the Allied govcvninciiiH in all 
their relations with the de facto Armenian Government, ‘to supervis(.' and arh ise upon xairicuis 


governmental matters in the whole of Russian and Tui'kish Armenia, and to 
and repatriation questions pending the determination of the political destiny 
Mr. Hoover considered that ‘the ideal man for this position would be Genera 
I a.ssume under all the circumstances it would probably be desirable to appouit 
Should General Harbord be unable to undertake the matter, 1 am wondorinc! 
would leave it to us to select the man in conjunction with General Persiting.’ 
a letter of June 28, 1919, from Sir M. Hankey, secretary to the Council of 
Dutasta informing him that the Council had that day accepted Mr. Hoover's 
agreed that the Council of Ten should be asked to concert the necessary arr 
give eflect to this decision. M. Dutasta was asked to lay the matter before flic Ct 
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Appendix A to No. 3 
M. 335.] Supreme Economic Council 

Office of the Director-General of Relief. Paris, j July, 1919 > 

Hon. Robert Lansing, 

Secretary of State, 

Hotel de Grillon, 

Paris, 

My dear Mr. Secretary, 

At the meeting of the Supreme Economic Council yesterday I was requested to 
lay before the Council of the Heads of States the pressing economic situation in 
South Eastern Europe which arises out of the political situation in Plungary. Due 
to the special geographical and economic position of the territory now held by 
Bela Kun’s Government, the whole economic destiny of the surrounding States 
is almost absolutely in his hands, and it is therefore impossible to re-establish 
economic life or public order until this situation is dealt with. 

With the coming arrival of peace in the surrounding States and of the harvest, 
it is critical that some solution should be found at once or there can be no economic 
rehabilitation upon which peace can be maintained. Furthermore, unless the 
various international traffics can be established across Hungary, it is hopeless to 
expect the surrounding territories to provide themselves with food or employ their 
people, thus necessitating continued charitable relief and outside financial support. 
I have had the advantage of conferences with not only the American representa- 
tives throughout the old Austrian Empire, the visit of Colonel Logan, who is the 
Chief of our Staff to that Territory, but with [ffr] conferences with the Allied officials 
who are on the many economic missions which were maintained in this area, I 
have asked Colonel Logan to formulate a memorandum as to the facts as believed 
by these representatives with regard to Bela Kim, and to also formulate some 
suggestions made by the American representatives on the Danube River Com- 
mission as a possible solution. These memoranda are forw'arded herewith.” 

There appears to me to be four alternative courses open : 

FirsL A military occupation of Budapest under the control of the principal 
Allies and the expulsion of Bela Kun’s Government. If this course were adopted 
it should be done with a declaration that a freely elected National Assembly would 
be called at once to erect a government and to sign peace. 

Second. To continue refusal to recognise Bela Kun’s Government, but to open 
economic negotiations through the informal commissions, preferably the Danube 
River Commission and possibly also the Railways Mission, which w'c have installed 
in the old Austrian Empire, and as a result of so doing to abandon the blockade, 
but not formally to recognise the Bela Kun Government. 

Third. To undertake a middle course, such as outlined in the attached memo- 
randum,” of opening the country by economic agreement with Bela Kun and at 
the same time policing it with troops under Allied direction to see that order was 
maintained and agreements carried out. 

Fourth. To present the peace terms to Bela Kun, thus recognising fully and 
trusting him not to disturb the world outside of Hungary. 

” Not attached to the original of this appendix, 
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Some definite policy is critically necessary if the disorganisation of German- 
Austria. is to be prevented, and if the economic collapse of the surrounding States 
is to be prevented. 

Faithfully yours, 

Herbert Hoover, 

N©. 4 

H. D. I.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Qiiai d' Or say, Paris, on Monday, 

July 7, igig, at 3.30 pan. 

Present: U.S.A.-. Hon. R, Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

' British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A, J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 
France: hi. Glemenceau. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint SECRETARL-tT: U.S.A.: Lieut. Burden, British Empire: Capt. E. 

Abraham. France: Capt. A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi, 
Interpreter : Professor P. J. Mantoux. 

I. M. Glemenceau said that before beginning the subjects on the Agenda he 

had a statement to make on what was going on in Italy. He did not 
in Ita^^ make difficulties worse, but the situation was such that it was 

to be feared that massacres might occur. He had received dispatches 
which he could show his colleagues, regarding the position at Fiume.* 
Disturbances had taken place there, caused it was alleged by the misconduct 
of a French soldier. This was the Italian account and he would not dispute 
it. It might be true, and in any case similar things had happened elsewhere 
without leading to any serious consequences. There had followed in the 
Italian press a virulent attack on France and on Great Britain, but especially 
on France, and it could readily be believed that it was inspired by German 
influence. The French ambassador had made a protest to M. Nitti.^ M. Nitti 
had declared that he could not control the press. It was surprising that 
M, Nitti could not control the Italian press, seeing the power he had over 
the press outside his own country. At Fiume things had gone from bad to 
worse, and there was a movement tending to the expulsion of French and 
British troops. When the Allied Council had addressed a memorandmiri to 
M, Tittoni, President Wilson had wanted to ask the Italian GovermnenL to 
evacuate Fiume. He had begged President Wilson not to insist on this, as it 
appeared to him that all the Allies had an equal right to maintain trooiis 
there. As there were French and British troops in Fiume, it was only fair 

^ For the position at Fiume .see No. 42, appendix A. 

2 Italian Prime Minister in succession to Signor Orlando, who resigned on June 1 9, 1 9 1 9. 
In Signor Nitti’s administration Signor Tittoni was Minister for Foreign AiFairs in succession 
to Baron Sonnino. 

... 3 For negotiations relative to the question of the Adriatic see Vol. IV of ti)i:5 acdcs. 
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that Italian troops should be there, provided they remained as representatives 
of the Alliance. He recalled [he] said this in order to show that lie was not 
anti-Italian. The latest news from Fiume was that the condition there was 
going from bad to worse. French fatigue parties passing through the streets 
had been attacked with grenades and revolvers. Attacks had been made on 
British troops, but not so openly. Isolated men had been maltreated. The 
Italian general said he could not put a stop to these disturbances as long as 
French and British troops remained in the town. This was not all. At 
Genoa French soldiers had been knifed, and similar things had happened in 
other Italian towns. French consuls at Milan and elsewhere had sent him 
newspaper cut tings threatening a renewal of the Sicilian Vespers. In addition 
to this there was evidence of Government action. Supply trains for Poland 
and Czecho-Slovakia were being detrained [Pdetained] at Modane on some 
futile pretext of paying customs dues. These supplies were urgently required 
and it was obvious that they were stopped by Government action. Further, 
the French Consul at Rhodes reported that, at the very time when the Peace 
Conference was asking M. Tittoni to withdraw Italian troops from Southern 
Asia Minor, 3,300 men had been sent two days ago to occupy a further point 
in Asia Minor. The French Ambassador in Rome, who had been most 
violently attacked, had been told by General Albricci'*- that these attacks 
would cease if better news came from Paris. This was an attempt to bring 
pressure on the Peace Conference. Against this attempt he now made the 
strongest protest. He would not deliberate under threats and he would not 
tolerate pressure of this kind. From an official person specially qualified, 
whose name he did not wish to give, but would if necessary, he learnt that 
Admiral Thaon di ReveP had put a stop to mine-sweeping, and had ordered 
that new mines be kept in readiness in case of war with France. He was 
prepared to show this information if they wished it, to Mr. Balfour and to 
Mr. Lansing. It was further hinted that this news should not be taken too 
seriously, but that it might be allowed to leak out in order to influence the 
Conference. Pie had hitherto resisted two things. First, abominable attacks 
by the Italian Press, and secondly, the temptation to make a reply to attacks 
in the French Press which was being manceuvred on behalf of Italy against 
the French Government. He could, by making a public statement put a 
stop to all this but he had restrained himself in order not to make things 
worse. If these things did not cease however, he would be forced to answer. 
This would produce a disastrous diplomatic situation which he wished to 
avoid. It was for this reason that he addressed M. Tittoni in the Council. 
He wished to know what was at the bottom of all this. Why, when the 
Council was deliberating about Asia Minor, were fresh Italian troops sent 
there? Why was there no official protest by the Italian Government against 
the virulent Press campaign conducted against Fiume? Pie did not suggest 
the Italian Government should apply the censorship; but it could make a 
statement in refutation of what was alleged. In any case he would not be 
influenced by pressure. If he had to make a choice, he would allow [jfc] French 
Italian Minister of War. s Chief of the Italian Naval General Staff. 
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soldiers to be murdered in Fiume. He had ordered back French troops from 
Italy where they had once been welcome in times of stress, but were now no 
longer welh received. Nothing, however, would stop him from keeping 
French troops in Fiume where they had .a right to be. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought the Fiume incidents most deplorable. He 
was deeply concerned at the outbreak of dissensions among troops which had 
bled in the same cause. He also had received dispatches which he would not 
quote as they might give explanations of the origin of the outbreak not 
altogether in accord with those mentioned by M. Clemenceau. He thought 
there should be an inquiry into the incidents and suitable punishment for 
those responsible. At all costs friendship must be restored between the Allies. 
He suggested that an Inter-Allied Commission be appointed to enquire 
into the events at Fiume and that its findings should be awaited before any 
decision was taken. 

M. Clemenceau asked whether the Commission would also enquire into 
what had taken place at Genoa. 

M. Tittoni said that his proposal was confined to Fiume. The Italian 
Government had shown its anxiety to put matters right by sending General 
Ganeva immediately to make an enquiry. General Ganeva was an army 
commander, a senator and a man of judicial temper. He would certainly 
do his very best. 

M. Clemenceau interposed that no complaint was made against General 
Graz[i]oli*^ in person. 

M. Tittoni continuing said that as regards the events in Genoa an 
enquiry was taking place. He would inform the French Government of the 
result as soon as possible. Irresponsible acts should not be allowed to com- 
promise the good relations of the Governments. It was essential that the 
Governments should remain closely united. 

M. Clemenceau said that the French Consul at Milan reported danger of 
massacres. 

M. Tittoni said that he was going there on the following day. This showed 
the importance he attached to the subject. During his absence M. Crespi 
would take his place. But he would beg the Council to await his return before 
dealing with questions specially concerning Italy. M. Clemenceau had 
spoken of threats aimed at the Conference. He felt bound to deny matters 
formally that [.dr] there was any ground for such a belief. It would be 
puerile on the part of the Italian Government to attempt to coerce tlie Con- 
ference. Italy was represented by himself at the Conference and he trusted 
that the spirit of friendship and conciliation shown by him would be recog- 
nised. As to the statements attributed to General Albricci and to Admiral 
Thaon di Revel, he felt certain that whatever they might have said had l)ecn 
greatly distorted. He could, if necessary, ask these officers for explanations, 
but he was bound to say that he could not believe what was attributed to 
them. As to the Italian PresSj it was certainly true that M. Nit[t]i could not 
muzzle it. The same papers that attacked France were also conducting a 
^ General Grazioli was in command of the Allied forces in occupation of Fiurne, 
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most violent attack on him. Party feeling in Italy was very strong and the 
violence of expression in the Italian Press at the present time had never been 
equalled. As to the alleged influencing of the French Press, he felt bound to 
deny that anything of the sort was going on. Since joining the Delegation 
he had seen all that took place and could find no evidence to that effect. He 
was ready, however, to do anything that might satisfy M. Glemenceau. He 
would also point out that the censorship had just been abolished in Italy. 
As regards Asia Minor he was not aware of the events alleged. To make sure 
that no misunderstanding took place he had summoned General Bongiovanni^ 
to Paris in order to give him his instructions personally. These instructions 
would be entirely in accordance with the confidential interview he had had 
with his colleagues a few days ago.^ As to the transit of supply trains to 
Serbia he was informed that certain customs dues were legitimately required. 
These dues Serbia promised to pay but her present attitude made it reason- 
able to doubt whether she would pay. Not only food was being shipped, but 
arms and munitions as well. There was a report that the Serbians had asked 
the Gzecho-Slovaks to join them in an attack upon Italy. He would at a 
later date give fuller information in writing on this subject to his colleagues. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had no wish to continue the debate and that 
M. Tittoni’s proposal for an Inter-Allied Enquiry at Fiume gave him satisfac- 
tion for the moment, provided it be made at once. 

Mr. Lansing said that he agreed. He thought it would be necessary to 
select a military man and he would like to consult General Bliss. He thought 
it would be better to select an officer from Headquarters rather than one 
serving on the spot. 

Mr. Balfour said that he also was in favour of a Commission to enquire 
into the events at Fiume. It was the first duty of the Council to prevent the 
development of these unfortunate incidents into matters of international con- 
cern. He thought the method suggested by M. Tittoni a good one. He could 
not immediately nominate an officer and he was inclined to agree with 
Mr. Lansing that the best selection would be an officer not serving in Italy 
nor in the Adriatic. He would have to consult his military advisers. He felt 
it was scarcely necessary to say that he entirely agreed with his colleagues 
regarding the folly and wickedness of attempting to influence the decisions 
of the Conference by pressure from without. The effect would be exactly 
the reverse of that desired by anyone employing such methods. 

Mr. Lansing said that he had a suggestion to make regarding the work of 
the Commission, It should not only make an enquiry, in order to determine 
the immediate responsibilities for what had occurred, but should also make 
recommendations regarding what should be done in the future. He could see 
no reason himself why the forces maintained by the Allies in Fiume should 
not be reduced to equal contingents of police. 

7 la command of the Italian Expeditionary Force in the Eastern Mediterranean, 

® The reference was probably to a discussion of Italian questions at a private meeting of 
the heads of the American, British, French and Italian delegations on July 4, 1919. Sec 
Vol. IV of this series. 
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M. Glemenceau suggested that each of the delegations should designate 
their officers oil the following day and give them their instructions. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was not sure he could arrange to have the 
officer present on the following day. 

Mr. Lansing expressed the same opinion. 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed to the extension of the duties of the Com- 
mission suggested by Mr, Lansing, but he would stipulate that no suggestions 
be made to the Commissioners and that they be left to propose their own 
solutions. 

M. Glemenceau said that, to speak plainly, it could not be tolerated that 
Flume should continue to be governed in the name of the King of Italy. 

M. Tittoni said that this was not done by the Italian Authorities but by 
the local municipality. 

(It was decided that an Inter- Allied Commission of military ohicers should 
be appointed to make an enquiry into the incidents at Fiuine and to 
recommend means of improving the situation for the future. 

It was agreed that the Ameidcan, British, French and Italian Delega- 

. tions should nominate their respective commissioners on the follo’sving day 
and that these should receive collective instructions from the Council.) 

2. (The Members of the Drafting Committee entered the room.) 

M. Glemenceau asked M. Fromageot'-^ to tell the Gouiicil 
Date and manner of Austrian Treaty was. 

tbrJof Peace h ^the said that the Treaty was ready, its articles 

Austrian Delegation pages numbered. It only required a last revision 

which could be completed by the following evening. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the question of frontiers was solved. 

M. Fromageot said that all that had been sent to the Drafting Committee 
had been put into shape. 

M. Glemenceau observed that the Council wished to know what was 
missing. 

M. Fromageot replied that he was unable to answer this as he was not 
aw^are of the intentions of the Council. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had hoped M. Fromageot would be able to 
tell him what the Council had omitted. 

M. Fromageot said that Article 27 of the Treaty provided a frontier 
entirely surrounding Austria. On some points it was stipulated that the 
exact line should be fixed at a later time. The Drafting Committee a t; one. 
time had been told that they would have to insert the frontiers of the noigli- 
bouring States. Later the Committee had been told to insert a ciaii.se requir- 
ing Austria to recognise such frontiers as might be laid down thercafter.J'^ 

Mr. Lansing said he wished to know whether the Treaty in it.s present 
form was final. 

M. Froaiageot said he was unable to answer this question. 

® Legal Adviser to the French Ministry of Foreign Affaire and Chairman of the Drai'ung 
Gommiitee of the Peace Conference. 

See No. 2 , minute 8. 
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Mr. Balfour said that after examining Article 27 he observed that the 
old frontier between Austria and Hungary was maintained. He understood 
that the question of altering this frontier had been referred to a Commis- 
sion.” This Commission had not yet reported, and its conclusions therefore 
had not been accepted by the Council. 

Mr. Lansing said that certain portions of the Treaty had been handed to 
the Austrians. There remained other portions — Financial, Ecoriomic and 
the Reparation Glauses which had not been handed to them. He wished to 
know whether these were completed. If so, he suggested that these portions 
be sent to the Austrian Delegation. 

M. Fromageot argued that for ease of reference it would be better to 
present the whole Treaty to the Austrians at one time with all the articles in 
due series. 

(After some further discussion it was decided that the Commissions con- 
sidering the boundaries of Austria should report to the Council on the 
9th July, 1919.) 

3« 

Boundary Commission [Not printed] 

for frontier between 
Austria and Italy 


4. The Council had before it the following document: — 

Participation of ‘The French Delegation have informed the Commission on 
Finnish troops Baltic Affairs of a telegram from the French High Gommis- 
in advance on gioner in Siberia, from which it appears that Admiral Koltchak’s 
e rograc Governments^ have asked the Allied Governments to support 
at Helsingfors the request which they have addressed to General Mamier- 
heim to commence operations against Petrograd as soon as possible. 

‘The Commission do not consider that they can recommend the Allied 
Governments to take the responsibility of involving the Finns in warlike 
operations whose chances of success it is difficult for them to judge at a 
distance. They feel, however, that the Finnish Government have been 
stopped several times in their desire to take action against the Bolsheviks 
of Petrograd by the fact that they do not know how any initiative of this 
kind would be viewed by the Allied Governments. 

‘The Commission therefore think they can recommend the foilowiag 
suggestion to the Council of Ten: 

‘A joint telegram should be addressed to the British, United States, 
Italian and French Charges d’ Affaires at Flelsingfors requesting them to 
inform General Mannerheini’s Government that in case they felt able to 
grant the request to act made to them by Admiral Koltchak, the Allied 


“ See No. 2, minute 7. 

After some discussion it was decided to rectify an omission in the draft treaty by in- 
serting ‘a provision to establish a Boundary Commission of five members to draw the 
frontier between Austria and Italy’. 

” For Admiral Kolchak’s Government see Vol. Ill of this series. 
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Governments, without bringing any pressure on the Finnish Government, 
would have no objection to that operation.’ 

(It was agreed that a joint telegram to the above effect be drafted in the 
name of the Gouacii by M. Pichon.) 


5 > 

(a) Norwegian 
Claims. 

Spitzbergen 

(/j) Frontier between 
Norway and 
Finland 


[Not printed] 

[Not printed] ^4 


{c) Norwegian claim [Not printed] ^4 

for reparation 
against Germany 

6. M. Mantoux read the proposed reply. (Anncxure A.)*^ 

Mr. Balfour thought that a somewhat over eager iiivita- 
Reply to Austrian extended to Austria to come into the League. 

^Nations‘’^^‘^ Glemengeau said that he would consent to any altera- 

tion in wording Mr. Balfour would care to make. 

Mr. Lansing expressed the view that it was perhaps desirable to encourage 
the Austrians, both by reason of the threat of Bolshevik Hungary at their 
very doors, and also in order to dispel their tendency to join Germany, 

Mr. Balfour said that if soft words were likely to give the Austrians 
encouragement, which might be true, he would withdraw his criticism. 

(The draft reply proposed by the Sub- Committee of the Commission on 
the League of Nations was approved.) 

(a) In the course of discussion ‘M. Tittoni said that he was informed that there were 
extensive coal deposits in Spitzbergen. He asked that the coal situation in Italy be taken 
into consideration in any decision taken regarding those coal deposits. The futuie of Italy 
in respect to coal was very unpromising. Since the acquisition of the Saar \'allc y cn.il-licld 
by France, France could obtain coal at 50 francs or 60 francs a ton. Coal in Italy cost 
250 francs a ton. The prospect for Italian industries dependent on coal fuel was tliere'furc 
hopeless unless this situation could be remedied. (It was agreed to appoint a .Sui)-Coiumis- 
sion consisting of one representative each of the U.S.A., Great Britain, Fraure and Imly 
consider the claims of various Powers to Spitzbergen, and to make a report to the (.’..'amcil. 
M. Pichon was asked to invite all the neutral Powers interested to present their views to the 
Commission).’ (b) Tt was agreed that it would be difficult for the Peace. Conference to 
intervene in a frontier question between two neutral States, and no decision for the time Ijcing 
was taken on the subject,’ (c) Tt was decided to refer the Norwegian claims again.st Germany 
for damage to Norwegian shipping at sea to the Reparation Commission.’ 

Not printed. This appendix contained a draft in English da ted July 4, 1919. The draft 
having been approved by the Supreme Council, the reply, dated July 8, was comrnuniemed 
to the Austrian Delegation on July 9. (Cf. No. 5, final minute.) French and German texts 
of this note are printed in Bericht iiber die Tdtigkeit der deutschosterreichiseken Friednisdelegation 
in St. Germain-en-Laye (Deutschosterreichische Staatsdruckerei, Vienna, 1959) vol. i, pp. 
318-19. An English translation is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cir., pp, 
269-70: also, ibid,, pp. 257-68, a translation of the Austrian note of June 23, igxg, to 
which the allied note was in reply. 


7. M. Tittoni expressed the view that commercial censorship was, part and 

Removal of Commer- of the blockade. It must, therefore, logically cease 

dal Censorship at the at the same time. It might be maintained by an arbitrary 
same time as of act, but could not be maintained legally. 

Blockade on Germany -jii -i i-i- 

(it was agreed tJiat the commercial censorship as nemg part ot 

the measures constituting a blockade on Germany should be abolished, at 
the same time as the blockade.) 

8 . 

Inquest of Jugoslav agreed that the Jugo-Slav Delegation should receive 

e egationfoi ustnan Austrian Notes and counter proposals con- 

notes concerning lugo- . t m \ ^ a 

Slama Jugo-Slavia.) 

9 - 

Repatriation of certain [Not printed] 

Armenians 

10. Mr. Balfour said that he would like to draw attention to a matter 
Question of direct which had not been put on the agenda. General Gough 
relations between represented the Allies in the Baltic Provinces. Orders had 
General Gough been given for the Germans to withdraw from the Baltic 
and the Germans Provinces;^® this order they were carrying out but imper- 
fectly. For instance they had been ordered to withdraw from Riga. They 
had removed five miles outside Riga and there halted. General Gough 
complained that he could only get into touch with the Germans by circuitous 
methods. He could not hasten the process of German evacuation very much. 
He asked whether he could be given authority to treat direct with the German 
Command on this matter. 

Mr. Lansing said that he agreed in principle, but would like before giving 
an answer to consult his military advisers. 

(It was agreed that this question be put on the agenda for the next 
meeting.) 

11. (It was decided that the pi’oceedings of the Council be recorded by the 

Record of Proceedings J 0™'*^ Secretariat, and that the proces-verliaux be distributed 
of Council and distribu- on the same scale as those of the Council of Heads of 
lion of Minutes States.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

F{3r the withdrawal of German forces from the Baltic Provinces see Vol. Ill of this 
series. 
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No. 5 


H. D. 2 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichmfs Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 

July 8, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. R. Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau. 

Italy: M. Crespi; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Ashida. 

Joint Secretaiuat: U.S.A.: Lieut. Burden. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 

Interpreter : Pi'ofessor P. J. Mantoux. 

I. M. Glemenceau said that he had bad news to give to the Council. Pie 

had a report of a still graver incident in Fiume. Nine French soldiers 
had been killed. The day before, General Grazioli had requested 
the French General to withdraw from the city with his troops. The 
same request was apparently made to the Serbians. What the Serbians 
replied, he did not know. The French General refused. It was on the morrow 
of this that the mob, encouraged by an Italian officer, had attacked a small 
French post. Sailors from the fleet had come ashore to join in the assault 
and warships in the harbour had fired on the post. This had led to the death 
of nine men. 

Mr. Lansing said that he had had a report on the previous afternoon, 
which he had communicated to M. Tittoni, to the effect that a French post 
of Annamite troops had been attacked by the mob. Then forces had been 
landed from Italian ships and the barracks of the Annamites had been 
surrounded. It was at this stage that some of the latter had been killed. The 
report quoted a British observer who had seen three Annamites stnlrbed to 
death while holding up their hands in token of surrender. In addition to 
this, a French packet boat had been fired on by Italian volunteers. 

M. Glemenceau said that this was more than could be endured. No one 
ill France would submit to treatment of tliis sort. Therefore, his fu'st act ivas 
to ask his colleagues what should be done. He assumed that they were ready 
to defend the rights of France as he was ready to defend theirs. The Italian 
Government had installed in Fiume a gang of men, knoivn as volun- 
teers, who controlled the city in the name of the King of Italy. It was to 
help these volunteers that the Italian General asked his Allied c()Hcag-iies 
to withdraw from the city. He therefore proposed to retire with his Britisfi 
and American colleagues and to make his decision after consiillatioji with 
them.’ 

M. Crespi said that he wished to; express on behalf of his Government the 
sincerest regret for what had taken place,: He was deeply impressed by the 
reports received by his colleagues. He,: himself^ had no news later than tliat 
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which had been on the previous day in M. Tittoni’s hands. He was therefore 
taken by surprise. He hoped and believed that the reports referred to the 
same incident as has [jfr] been mentioned oh the previous day, namely, to the 
incident of Sunday.^ The information in the hands of the Italian Delegation 
was to the effect that after provocation caused by a French soldier, rioting 
began. It was alleged that a French soldier had fired first. He had been 
supported by other men who came from a small post and fired on the crowd. 
Italian soldiers had then intervened to restore order, then French sailors 
had fired from ships. The information, therefore, was not quite the same as 
that in the hands of M. Glemenceau. 

Mr. Lansing said that he had no other information than that of which he 
had given an account. It was therefore possible that it was a new version of 
the Sunday incident mentioned on the previous day. 

Mr. Balfour said that by ever}'- account it was a deplorable affair. He, 
himself, had no information. He had no means, therefore, of judging whether 
there had been one incident or two. He asked M. Glemenceau whether his 
dispatches related to events of Sunday or to subsequent events. 

M. Glemenceau said that tlie event described had taken place on 
the 6th. 

Mr. Balfour said it might then perhaps be assumed that everything had 
taken place on one day. 

M. Glemenceau said that this might be true. On the previous day he had 
not known how serious the matter was. He had then been content with a 
Gommission of Enquiry. Now he thought this was not enough. He could 
not allow French soldiers to be murdered. It must also be borne in mind 
that on the day before the incident or incidents, the Italian General had 
desired the French troops to be removed ten kilometres west of the town in 
order to avoid trouble. The Italian General had no right to demand any- 
thing of the sort and the French General had rightly refused. The dispatch 
he had received concluded by asking that Allied warships should be sent 
to Flume. 

M, Crespi pointed out that according to M. Glemenceau’s news, the 
Italian General had not given any orders to his French colleague but had 
only made a proposal. Moreover, General Grazioli, the day before the 
incident, had driven through Fiume in the same car with General Savy in 
order to show the good understanding existing between the two Com- 
manders. He had done everything he could to avoid disturbances. Incidents 
of this kind where troops of various nations were gathered were liable to 
occur everywhere. 

M. Glemenceau said that incidents of this kind had not occurred else- 
where. There was no instance of British or American ships firing on French 
troops nor of French ships firing on British troops. Oil the previous day, he 
had not known that the Italian warships had acted in this manner. He must 
therefore insist on consulting his British and American colleagues separately 

* July 6, 1919. 
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as to the action to be taken. He proposed that they should withdraw 
together. 

M. Grespi said that he would, himself, withdraw. 

(At this point the Italian members of the Meeting withdrew.) ^ 


2. M. Glemengeau nominated General Naulin as French representative. 

. Mr. Lansing nominated Major-General G. P. Summeral. 
Intm^Allied Mr. Balfour said that he w^as unable to nominate an officer 

Commission to at that moment. 

enquire into inci- Grespi said he would make his nomination on the 
dents at Fiume foUo^ving day. 


3. The followiiig instructions were accepted: — ■ 

‘That the inter-allied Commission of Enquiry for .Fiume shall 
investigate and report the facts as to the incident or incid«mts of 
violence, which have recently taken place in tluit town, and record 
their opinion on the responsibility therefor. They sliouhl further 
submit to the Supreme Council as soon as possible their recommendations as 
to the best means of preserving peace and safety hereafter.’ 


Instructions 
to Commission 
of Enquiry 


4. M, Glemengeau handed M. Grespi a Note regarding the stoppage of 
Stoppage of trains at Modaiie.3 

supply trains M. Grespi said that it was a technical matter and that he 
at Modane would reply on the following day. 


5. Mr. Balfour said that he had prepared the following draft resolution: — 
Question of direct ofder to expedite the evacuation of the Baltic States by 

relations between Germany in accordance with the decision taken by the Council 
General Gough of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on June 1 2tli and 
andihe. Germans communicated to the German Government by Marshal Foch, 
{seeH.D.Ifmra- jjjg telegram No. 3029 dated June i8th. to the President of 
giap w) Inter-Allied Armistice Commission at Spa/ it is resoh^ed : 

(a) that General Gough shall be authorised to deal directly with local 
enemy commanders in the Baltic States on matters arising from the 
above decision; 

{b) that General Gough shall have similar powers witli regard to the 
execution of any subsequent decisions of the Allied and Associated 
Governments in connection with the German troops now in the Baltic 
States, all such decisions being- in the first instance commimicated to 
the German Government through the usual channels; 

(c) that Marshal Foch will be informed of this resolution and will be 
requested to communicate its substance to the German Go^’ernmeiit, 

2 For the separate discussion between the French, British, and Ainwican ddepaics see 
No. 6. Signor Grespi evidently rejoined the meeting after this discussi(.)n. 

3 See No. 4, minute I. 4 No. 4, minute i o. 

® See Voi. Ill of this series. 



with a request that the German Commanders in the Baltic States may- 
be given the necessary instructions. 

There was also a resolution of the Commission on Baltic Affairs : — 

The Baltic Commission having been informed of the contents of the 
telegram [s] from General Gough and Colonel Tallents^ of 25th, 26tli and 
27th June respecting the necessity of an immediate credit of ;^500,ooo in 
order to pay Russian and Lettish troops in Libau required for maintenance 
of order, consider that it is urgently necessary that this sum should at once 
be placed at the disposal of General Gough on grounds of military necessity 
as otherwise the position of the Interallied Mission and of General Gough 
will become shortly untenable in Latvia, and it will be impossible to 
enforce the evacuation of the German troops. 

The Commission, however, desire to draw attention to the fact that this 
j{^500,000 is only sufficient to meet immediate military necessities and they 
therefore recommend that enquiries should be made as to what securities 
in the way of timber, flax or other raw materials the three Baltic States 
can give for a loan. 

In case such a loan can be raised either from one or more of the Allied 
and Associated Governments or from private banking institutions on the 
basis of such security it is recommended that the above advance of 
^^500,000 should ultimately be merged in this loan. 

The first was intended to place General Gough in direct relation with the 
Germans in order to ensure their retirement from the Baltic Provinces. 

The second related to a different point though it was also connected with 
the retirement of the Germans. It appeared that the Germans had been 
paying the Russian Forces in those parts. These forces must be maintained, 
therefore paid. General Gough required 5(^500,000 to do this. Lie supposed 
that there was no choice but to agree. Fie confessed that it was news to him 
that the Germans had hitherto paid these troops. If, however, the Allies had 
to become the paymasters of these forces, he thought it best to entrust the 
money to General Gough, the Allied Representative, on the spot for proper 
disbursement. 

Mr. Lansing observed that this was a new proposal. The United States 
were in a difficult position in matters of this kind. He knew of no fund out 
of which such a cost could be defrayed. American laws were very stringent 
on the subject of spending money. Until July ist, while the President was in 
Paris, there had been funds which he could spend at his discretion. At 
present there were no funds available. The only means of raising money for 
such a purpose that he could think of was a loan. Seeing that there was no 
recognised Government in the countries in question, ? it did not appear 
possible to raise a loan. 

^ British Commissioner for the Baltic Provinces. 

’ The principal Allied Powers did not accord recognition de jure to the Governments 
de facto of Esthonia and Latvia until January 26, 1921. The Lithuanian Government was 
recognized dejure on December 20, 1922. 
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M. Glemengeau said that it was not clear to him how the French contribu- 
tion could be raised. 

(It was decided to accept the first resolution ami to refer the second for 
report to the Financial Commission.) 

6 . 

R,l,orl ./ Committee on [Not printed] 

Repatriation of Austrian 
prisoners of War 


7 . After some discussion the French text (see Annex II)^ was accepted with 
slight alterations. The adjective ‘German’ was suppressed 
Reply to the Austrian connection -with the expression Austria or ‘Austrian’ and 
Note on the economic ^ sentence regarding the boycotting of Serbian cattle was 
clauses of the Trea ty & o . o 


struck out. 


7 . [i'ir] (It was decided that the answau's acccptcMl by tlie (.louncil regarding 
Communication economic questions, the League of Nations'-’ and Consular and 
of replies to Diplomatic Agents in South America should be banded to the 
Austrian Notes Austrian Delegation on the 9th July, and that the replies should 
and publication he given to the Press on the evening of the 9 th July, so as to be 
in the Press published on the morning of the 10th.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 8, igiQ. 

® Not: printed. The approved text was published in the press oiyjuly 10 in accordance 
with the decision recorded below. In this note the Allied and Associated Powers announced 
revisions to certain draft articles of the treaty with Austria by way of concession to Austrian 
representations concerning: (i) The effect on the economic existence of Austria which would 
be likely to result if the allied successor states to the .Austro-Hungarian monarchy were to 
have the right to retain and liquidate all property posst'ssed in those states by Austrian 
nationals or companies; the Allied Powers now agreed, subject to certain (jualilications, to 
prohibit such retention and liquidation, (ii) The uon-rcciprociry of ^^•hat subsequently 
became articles 217-20 of the treaty, prohibiting Austrian discrimination against .\ilied 
trade in such matters as import and export duties, in tins connexicvi the Aiiicfl note 
maintained that the Austrian argument was weakened by ^vhat subsecpu-ntly became 
article 222, which contemplated the conclusion betweem Austria on the one iiaiul and 
Czechoslovakia or Hungary on the other of special customs and cf'oncanir nrrangements, 
the advantage of which did not need to be extended to the other .\llii;d Pu^vers: such 
arrangements not to exceed five years in duration. The note went on to slate that conditions 
resulting from the war absolutely precluded the possibility of the Allies uiidcrtnking t(j 
open their markets at once to Austrian products on terms as favourable in (‘very nspeci e.s 
they might be in a position to accord to other nations. The Allied and Ass(jci;ite-d Powers 
declared, however, that they were prepared to add to what subsequently became article ;!32 
a paragraph embodying an agreement that, unless the League of Nations should decide 
otherwise, an Allied Power should not after the expiry of three yeas-s from ihc* comiiig 
into force of the treaty be entitled to invoke the obligation imposed uiion Austria hy articles 
217-20 unless that Allied Power accorded correlative treatment to Austria, 

9 See No, 4, minute 6. 


No. 6 


H. D. 2 A.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of American^ British and French 
Delegations held in M, FichorCs Room at the Quai dHrsay, Paris ^ on Tuesday 

July iQiQi at 5.0 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. R. Lansing; secretary^ Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire-. The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour. 

France: M. Glemenceau. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Lieut. Burden. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. 

Interpreter : Professor P. J. Mantoux. 

M, Glemenceau said that what he proposed to do was to send a French 
warship to Fiume. He wished to know whether his colleagues would agree. 
There was a French warship at Constantinople which could reach Fiume 
in four days. He would prefer to act in complete agreement with his 
colleagues. 

Mr. Lansing said that there were no American troops in Fiume. There 
were, however, some Naval officers. He thought perhaps it would be wise 
to obtain a report on the incidents from the British Admiral. 

M. Glemenceau said that France had been insulted and that the French 
flag must be shown. 

Mr. Lansing said that the Italian troops were, unfortunately, very much 
in the majority at Fiume. It was for this reason that the crowd had been 
encouraged to attack the French. He had this in his mind on the previous 
day when he suggested that the Allied troops should be reduced to equal 
contingents of police. 

Mr. Balfour said that he saw no objection to the sending of a French 
man-of-war. In the meantime, he would do all he could to obtain the 
evidence of the British Admiral. 

Mr. Lansing agreed. He thought, himself, that the Italians were to blame. 
American troops had also been insulted, but it might appear, on further 
investigation, that there were extenuating circumstances. Should this prove 
to be the case, M. Glemenceau would, no doubt, stop his warship by 
wireless. 

M. Glemenceau said that the ship must appear at Fiume. It could be 
withdrawn, if necessary, after 48 hours stay there, but the French flag must 
be shown. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought both the British and American Govern- 
ments would act in a similar manner in similar circumstances. 

Mr. Lansing said that he thought perhaps they would have done so with- 
out consulting their colleagues. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood that this action would not put a 
stop to the enquiry which had been proposed on the previous day. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not mean in any way to interfere with 
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that decision. All he wished to maintain was that an enquiry alone would 
not be sufficient after what had occurred. 

(After obtaining the agreement of his colleagues, M, Clemenceaii gave 
orders for the despatch of a Frencli Warship to Fmme.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 8, igiQ. 


No. 7 

H. D. 3.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 

July g, igig, atj.jop.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. R. Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 
France'. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon. 

Italy: M. Grespi; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Ashida. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Lieut. Burden. British Empire: Capt. E. 

Abraham. France: Capt. A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 
Interpreter : Professor P. J. Mantoux, 

I. For Great Britain, General Watts was appointed. 

Appointment of M. Grespi said that he could not at present nominate an 
Inter-Allied Com- Italian officer. He thought that there would be an officer on 
mission to enquire it agreed that he should join his colleagues at 

Fiume and be sent the same instructions as were given to them. 

(It was agreed that the officers nominated should attend the Council the 
following day at 3.30 p.m. to receive their instructions. As it w^as not 
possible for General Watts to be present, it was agreed that General 
Thwaites should attend to receive instructions in liis stead. It was also 
agreed that General CavaUero should attend to receive instructions in 
place of the Italian officer to be nominated.) 

2. M. Glemenceau asked if any of his colleagues had any news from Italy. 
Situation Balfour said he had nothing save what he had shown the 

in Italy Chairman on the previous day. Though there was a British Admiral 
and a British colonel commanding a battalion in Fiume, he liad 
received no news from them. He had telephoned to London, asking for more 
news to be sent him. 

M. Grespi said that he had received a despatch from M. Nitti and one 
from Fiume. It appeared from these despatches that no incidents had 
occurred since Sunday. In any case, the Italian Government was determined 
to maintain order. 

M. Glemenceau said that the French Military Attache in Rome again 
reported the words of General Albricci, to which he had previously alluded. 
The French Ambassador was also of the opinion that an attempt was being 
made to influence the Conference. 
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M. Grespi said that he was quite sure this was a complete misunder- 
standing. 

3. M. Grespi said that he was not able to reply at once to the document 

Stoppage of Trains handed to him by M. Glemenceau on the previous day. He 
at Modane would, however, furnish a reply at the next meeting. 

4. Mr, Lansing said that, before taking up the subjects on the Agenda, he 

wished to draw attention to a dispatch (Appendix A) he 
Action of German j-gceived two days previously from Warsaw. It was to 

from Ae%ast^^^^ effect that the retiring German troops were removing, 
as they left, horses, cattle, agricultural implements and every- 
thing necessary for the cultivation of the next harvest. This might be the act 
of irresponsible soldiery, but it was necessary to put a stop to it. 

M. Glemenceau proposed that M. Dutasta should proceed at once to the 
Germans at Versailles and make a formal complaint to them on behalf of 
the Council. 

(This was agreed to.) 

5. (On Mr. Balfour’s proposal, it was agreed to summon the B ulgarian Govern- 
Treaty of Peace with ment to send a Delegation to Paris to receive the Peace 
Bulgaria: Summoning Terms. 

of Bulgarian Delega- The Secretary- General was asked to take the necessary 
tion to Paris steps.) 

6. Mr. Lansing proposed that this question should be taken up before the 

Militarv Means question Oil the Agenda. He thought the two questions 

to Oblige the Hun- were connected and that the means of action should be 
garians to respect the determined before addressing any communication to 
Armistice jj^la Kun. 

(At this stage, the Militaiy Representatives of the Suprem e War Council 
at Versailles and General Thwaites entered the room.) 

General Bliss was asked to make a statement and said that all that was 
necessary was mentioned in the report. (Appendix B.) 

The report was then read by M. Mantoux. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not doubt that the appreciation of the 
Military Representatives was accurate. If the Allied Powers, France, Great 
Britain, Italy, Roumania, Gzecho-Slovakia and Serbia, w'-ere too weak to 
deal with one recalcitrant pow'^er, the position was one of great humiliation. 
That, perhaps, did not matter much, but Bela Kun was turning Hungary 
into a military stronghold of revolution. Buda-Pest had become an armed 
camp and all the factories were making munitions. Propaganda was being 
carried on in the most dangerous fashion in the neighbouring countries. If 
the Allies must sit still and see the Armistice broken before their eyes, they 
were bound to lose prestige. Central Europe was likely to lose more than 
prestige. The Bulgarians had just been summoned to Paris to hear the Peace 
Terms. Was it likely that they would obey if they saw that the Allies could 
not even coerce a fragment of the late Austro-Hungarian monarchy? The 
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Bulgarians were only half disarmed and would feel that they could defy the 
Conference. The situation in Central Europe was both difficult and critical 
The wave of disturbance might go west as well as east. The situation would, 
he thought, grow more critical if it were manifest that the Conference could 
not control a small and defeated nation, which was not only breaking the 
terms of the Armistice, but, in alliance with the Russian Soviet Government, 
attempting to cause general revolution. He did not favour wild military 
adventures, but he did not like a confession of impotence. 

Mr. Lansing said that he had nothing to add to what Mr. Balfour had 
said. He thought Allied prestige should be maintained. Bolshevism would 
spread to Austria, if it appeared to be successful in Hungary. He wondered 
whether the contribution suggested for Serbia in the report of the Military 
Representatives was not under-estimated. He was not aware that Serbia 
was fighting or anticipated fighting on any other front. He therefore 
suggested that the Military Representatives should get into touch with the 
authorities of Gzecho-Slovakia, Serbia and Roumania, in order to find out 
what these States could do to help. 

M. Glemenceau said that he must remind Mr. Balfour and Mr. Lansing 
that there were neither British nor American troops at hand. The French 
had two divisions, but other help would be required. He suggested that the 
Military Representatives, after conferring as suggested by Mr. Lansing, 
should return, together with Marshal Foch, and tell the Council what results 
they had obtained. He felt sure that Marshal Foch would ask for British 
and American troops, 

Mr. Balfour said it would be necessary for him to summon Sir Henry 
Wilson.^ Only the British Cabinet could decide whether any British troops 
were to be employed. He would ask Sir Henry Wilson to consult the Cabinet 
before coming over to Paris, in order that he might be in a position to state 
what could be done. 

General Bliss observed that it would not be of much use for the Military 
Representatives to consult the Czech, Serbian and Roumanian military 
authorities as to the number of troops at their disposal, unless there were 
means of knowing whether their Governments would consent to give troops 
for this purpose or not. 

Mr. Lansing said that, perhaps, the best course would be to confer with the 
Heads of the Gzecho-Slovak, Yugo-Slavand Roumanian Delegations in Paris. 
(It was then, agreed that the Heads of the Czecho-Slovak, Yngo-Siav and 
Roumanian Delegations heinvitedto attend the Council on Friday, lllh JuIa", 
and that Marshal Foch and Sir Henry Wilson be also asked to be present:, 
in order to discuss the possibility of military action against Hungary.) 

(At this stage, the Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council 
at Versailles and General Thwaites withdrew.) 

^ Chief of the Iinperlal General Staff. (Field-Marshal Sir H. Wilson did not go to Paris 
in this connexion, but he conferred with Marshal Foch upon the matter on July iQ, while 
the latter was in London on a brief visit. Cf. Major-General Sir G. Callwell: Field-Marshal 
; 6'ir P/ewjJ IWhon, London, 1927, voi. ii, pp, 203-4.) 
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7= The Council had before them the following documents: — 


Sale of Securi- ^ 
ties by Govern- 
vient of Bela Kun 


3 - 

4 - 


A Report of the Financial Commission, 

A draft Joint Note of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers to the Allied, Associated and Neutral Powers, and to 
the Government[s] of the German Empire and of Austria. 
A draft Joint Note of the Governments of the Allied and 
Associated Powers to Bela Kun. 

A draft communication to the Press. 


(All these documents^ are contained in Appendix C.) 


Mr. Lansing thought that the result of the previous discussion showed 
that no action could usefully be taken at present, 

Mr. Balfour thought that there could be no harm in telling Bela Kun, 
on behalf of the Conference, that he was considered to be a thief. He might 


2 Documents i and 2 are not printed. The report of the Financial Commission, dated 
July 7, 1919 (document i), was made in accordance with the resolution of the Supreme 
Council recorded at the conclusion of No. 3, minute 2. The Financial Commission estimated 
that by seizing all bonds and securities deposited in the banks of Hungary the Hungarian 
Government would procure for itself 'from four to six milliard crowns’. The Commission 
gave it as its opinion that ‘the only really effective means of protecting the interests threatened 
would be that suggested by the Colonel, Chief of the Italian Military Commission at 
Budapest, who proposes to sequester for purposes of conservation all the bonds deposited 
in Hungarian banks and to place these banks under the control of the representatives of 
the Allied and Associated Powers. But it believes that these measures can only be carried 
out if the AJlied and Associated Governments have at their disposal the military forces 
required for enforcing them on the Flungarian communist government and for ensuring 
their maintenance. The decisions which the Supreme Council will take on this subject will 
determine the possibility of preventing Bela Kun from carrying out his purpose of seizing 
all the assets deposited in the Hungarian banks and sending them abroad. Anyhow, the 
Financial Commission suggests to the Supreme Council the following measures which it 
believes arc such as to at least mitigate the effects of the orders given by Bela Kun even if 
they do not afford complete protection to Allied and Associated interests.’ The Financial 
Commission went on to suggest the dispatch of documents 2 and 3 and that ‘the Governments 
of the Allied and Associated Powers may require their nationals to make a declaration of 
all securities deposited with Hungarian banlcs of which they are the owners. I’his declara- 
tion might subsequently be completed by opposition to the sale of such securities in ail the 
countries which have adopted legislation allowing of such opposition.’ In conclusion the 
Commission expressed the view that the dispatch of the proposed note to the Flungarian 
Governm ent ‘would only have the value of a protest if it were not backed up by force of arms . ’ 
For the texts of documents 2 and 4 as subsequently approved by the Supreme Clouncil 
see No. 8, minute 4, The main differences between the original and the aj^proved drafts of 
document 2 were ; (i) The second paragraph of the approved draft was substituted for lh.c 
original : ‘The Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers have agreed a formal 
protest to the Communist Government.’ (ii) In the tliird par’agraph of the approved draft 
the phrase ‘a fund created for the purpose of a destructive propaganda in foreign countries’ 
was substituted for the original : ‘a fund for subsidising' bolshe-vist action not only in Hungary 
but also in foreign countries.’ (iii) The fourth paragraph of the approved draft was sub- 
stituted for the original: ‘It appears to them that joint action is essential, on the one hand, 
for opposing the propaganda of Bela Kun, and on the other for mitigating, in respect of all 
depositors, both Flungarian and foreign, the consequences of a measure of spoliation,’ 
(iv) The final paragraph of the approved draft was new. 
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take no notice of it and put the communication in the waste paper basket, 
but it could do him no harm. He thought Bela Kun should be warned that 
his right to steal funds for his own political purposes was not recognised. He 
did not think that the letters drafted were very suitably worded, but, in 
substance, he thought they might be adopted. 

Mr. Lansing said that his objection referred specially to the note addressed 
to Bela Kun. He did not like threats which could not be followed by action. 
He thought the less the Conference had to do with him the better, and the 
less he was regarded as a power the better. The letter addressed to other 
Governments and that addressed to the Press, he did not object to. He 
thought they would produce the desired effect without a direct threat to 
Bela Kun. He also pointed out that the expressions ‘bolshevik’ and ‘com- 
rniinist’ should be expunged from these letters. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would not object to the omission of the docu- 
ment addressed to Bela Kun, which he admitted was not likely to have much 
effect on him. 

M. Grespi said that the question had been closely examined in the Com- 
mission. It had been recognised that the letter addressed to Bela Kun would 
not produce much effect, but it was necessary, before taking action in Allied 
countries regarding the sales of securities, to furnish such action with a legal 
ground. The only legal ground in this instance could be an official protest 
against the anticipated action of the Hungarians. The letter was therefore 
proposed for its legal rather than for its political effect. 

Mr. Lansing said that he could not agree with this point of view. A law- 
less government, unrecognised by any other government, had no legal 
standing at all. He thought the Allies would have as strong a legal position 
whether they informed an outlaw that he was doing wrong or whether they 
addressed no remonstrances to him at all. 

M. Crespi then suggested that the three letters should be sent back to the 
Commission to be re-drafted in such a manner as to contain a clear declara- 
tion that the Allied Powers defined Bela Kim’s proceedings as thefts. The 
drafting would be done in accordance with the views expressed by Mr. 
Balfour and Mr. Lansing. 

(This was agreed to, aud M. Crespi undertook to obtain a re-draft by the 
Financial Commission.) 

8. (At this point M. Tardieu, Mr. Nicolson,3 and Mr. Leeper'^ and M. 

the Serb-Croat- Council had before them the recommendations of the 

Slovene Slates Yugo-Slav Committee (Appendix D). 

[sic] and These recommendations were adopted. 

Hungary ^ 

(The Experts then withdrew.) 

3 British expert on the Central Territorial Committee and on the Commission on Czecho- 
slovak Afiairs. 

4 Brilisfi expert on the Commission on Romnanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs. 

s Italian expert on the Commission on Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Affairs. 


42 



9. Mr. Lansing said that he was unable to act on this subject. He must take 

the Convention^ to Washington. The economic side of the 
Convention question had not been discussed in America. He suggested that 
as the matter did not really concern the Peace Conference it 
might be carried through by ordinary diplomatic methods. 

After some further discussion Mr. Lansing agreed that the Convention 
might be discussed inasmuch as it concerned European Powers — American 
adhesion being reserved. 

(It was decided that the subject be put on the agenda for the following day 
on this understanding.) 

10. (At this point the Military Representatives entered the room.) 

General Bliss said that a short time ago the Council of 
Repatriation Four had sent to the Military Representatives at Versailles a 
fo^nfrom project of Mr. Winston Churchill’s^ for repatriating the Czecho- 

Siberia Slovak troops in Siberia. These troops numbered some 60,000 

men. The proposal combined the repatriation of these troops 
with a movement regarded as useful to the Allied cause. One group of 
30,000 men at present in the neighbourhood of Omsk was to operate on 
Koltchak’s right flank and to gain contact with the North Russian forces, 
and thus to reach Archangel. The other portion was to be repatriated by sea 
in American ships from Vladivostok. The Military Representatives were 
asked to examine this proposal together with Gzecho-Slovak authorities. He, 
himself had an interview with M. Benes as a consequence of which M. Benes 
had attended a meeting at Versailles. Before agreeing to the movement of 
Gzecho-Slovak troops to Archangel, M. Benes wished to know whether 
Allied troops would remain in Northern Russia or whether they would be 
removed before winter, irrespective of the arrival of the Czechs in time for 
shipment from Archangel before the port was icebound. Thus the matter 
could not be proceeded with until it was known whether or not the Allied 
forces in North Russia would await the arrival of the Gzecho-Slovaks. He 
had written a letter to that effect which hitherto had remained unanswered. 

Mr. Balfour said that at the time of Mr. Winston ChurchiH’s proposal 
there had been, he understood, a fair prospect of a junction of the Gzecho- 
Slovak forces with the Inter- Allied troops in North Russia. Since Koltchak’s 
reverses® this junction appeared less probable; in fact there now seemed to be 
little chance for the Gzecho-Slovaks of reaching the White Sea before the ice 
set in. The question for them, therefore, was whether the Allied troops would 
wait for them. He was informed that the British Government meant to with- 
draw its troops before the winter.® If the Czechs therefore were unable to 
reach Archangel before November, he could not promise that they would 
find British troops awaiting them. He believed that the same applied to the 
other Allied contingents in North Russia. If this was so it appeared to follow 
that all the Czech troops must be repatriated from. Vladivostok. The result 
^ The reference was to the draft Convention relating to International Air Navigation, 
which was published as Gmd. 266 of 1919 before the convention was signed on October 13, 
1919. ’ Secretary of State for War and Air. ® Gf. Vol, III of this series. 



of this would be that part of the Siberian Railway would be deprived of the 
troops guarding it and Koltchak would have to fill the gap. riierefore, the 
only point to be dealt with immediately was the question whether Allied 
troops would stay in North Russia through the winter. As far as Great 
Britain was concerned, the answer was ‘No’. 

M. PiGHON said that the French Government also meant to recall the 
French troops from Archangel. He pointed out that the withdrawal of the 
Gzecho-Slovaks had a very serious result on the whole situation in Siberia. 

General Belin stated that these troops were guarding 1300 kilometres of 
railway. If withdrawn they must be replaced. It appeared that Japan and 
the United States must be called upon to fill the gap. The Czechs were at 
present along the central portion of the line. The Japanese and American 
troops lay to the east of them. As the Czechs were moved towards Vladi- 
vostok the American and Japanese might move westward into their place. 
There were at the present time 5000 Czechs in Vladivostok. Their immediate 
shipment would give some satisfaction to opinion in Gzecho-Siovakia, 

M. Grespi said that Italian action would be in conformity with French 
and British action. 

M. Matsui said that Mr. Churchill had enquired some time ago whether 
Japanese troops could replace the Czecho-Slovaks on the Siberian Railway. 
He was now informed that it was the question of finding troops to guard 
1300 kilometres. The Japanese General had not felt authorised to reply 
without consulting his Government. He doubted whether there were enough 
Japanese troops in Siberia to undertake so large a task. If more were required 
he was not at present able to say what view the Japanese Government would 
take. He had already telegraphed to his Government on the subject and 
would do so again. 

Mr. Lansing said that the problem now before the Council appeared to 
be a military one with which he could not deal. The political c|uestion was 
whether the Gzecho-Slovaks should be evacuated from Siberia. The answer 
to this was in the affirmative, provided it were militarily possible. 

M. PiGHON said it would be possible if the Americans would send a few 
troops to reinforce the Japanese. 

General Bliss said he thought this could not be done. American troops 
had been sent to Siberia to help the Czecho-Slovaks to leave it. Once the 
Gzecho-Slovaks had left there would be no pretext to justify the retention of 
American troops in the country, 

M. Pici-iON said that if the United States would not take on the task it 
remained for the Japanese to do so; otherwise the whole country would 
become a prey to Bolshevism. 

M, Matsui said that he was not in a position to state whether the Japanese 
Governmeiii; would undertake so much. He would consult it and say that 
the Conference desired that Japan should be responsible for the guro'ding of 
the Siberian Railway. 

Mr, Balfour said that the question now being discussed was not the one 
on the agenda. Without knowing how much the American and Japanese 
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Governments were prepared to do it was difficult to see any solution to the 
military difficulty which had been raised. 

Mr. Lansing said that the question on the agenda was whether the Czechs 
could be shipped from Archangel. The answer to this was in the negative. 
They must, therefore, be shipped from Vladivostok. 

M, Glemengeau said that as Mr. Lansing expressed no hope of American 
assistance it was desirable to know whether the Conference wished to invite 
Japan to undertake the defence of the Siberian Railway. 

Mr. Lansing said that before giving a final answer he would like to consult 
Washington. He suggested that the Government at Washington should be 
consulted by the President of the Conference. 

(It was then agreed that the Military Representatives at Versailles should 
prepare a draft dispatch to be sent by M. Clemenceau to the American 
and Japanese Governments regarding the necessity of providing for the 
defence of the Siberian Railway after the evacuation of the Czecho- 
slovak troops.) ^ 

II. 

Report of Adilitary 

Representatives regarding (The Report of the Military Representatives (Appendix 
Military, Naval and Air E) was accepted.) 

Control Commissions 

I <2. Mr. Lansing observed that this question was one between France, 
Army of Occupation Great Britain and Italy, and that America was not con- 
in Bulgaria cerned.^ 

M. Clemenceau, alluding to documents appended (Appendix F),^° asked 
M. Grespi how many troops Italy were prepared to send. 

M. Crespi said that Italy would send two battalions if Great Britain sent two. 

The United States of America was not at war with Bulgaria. 

Not printed. This append.ix comprised; (i) Two consecutive telegrams of July 7 from 
General Franchet d’Esperey at Constantinople to the French Minister of War (M. Clemen- 
ceau) in which the general reported that the Italian General Mornbelli had informed 
him that according to orders from the Italian Government the Italian detachment for 
the allied force in Bulgaria would ‘include’ one battalion; General Franchet d’Esperey 
further reported that as regards a British detachment. General Milne could place at his 
disposal one battalion which would be stationed in Bulgarian Thrace, but that no orders 
had been received from the British Government. General Franchet d’Espercy asked that 
the British Government be requested ‘to be good enough to issue instructions to General 
Milne so that I may forthwith proceed with the organization of the occujDation of Bulgaria’, 
(ii) A ‘Note concerning the Troops of Occupation in Bulgaria’, dated July 7, 1919, The 
provenance of this note (text in English) was not indicated but it was apparently of French 
origin and based on proposals from General Franchet d’Esperey (cf. M. Ciemenccau’s 
allusion below to ‘the proposals made by General Franchet d’Esperey’). This note set out 
the facts summarized in the statement below by General Bliss and stated that the proposed 
British and Italian contingents ‘are both obviously inadequate’. The note concluded: ‘In 
order that the occupation should be truly interallied in character and in order to be in a 
position to add to the two French divisions such forces as is ftic] necessary' to complete the 
total strength it is requested that the Italian and British detachments should be tactical units 
capable of a military role, that is to say, they should at least consist of: an Italian regiment 
including 3 battalions, a British brigade including 2 battalions.’ 





Mr. Balfour said he was not prepared to say how many British troops 
would be sent. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not support the proposals made by 
General Franchet d’Esperey that there should be three British battalions 
and two Italian,” while there were two French divisions in the country. 
France had no special interest in Bulgaria. He personally did not care who 
possessed Gavalla.^^ He did not agree to maintain two French divisions in 
Bulgaria while Great Britain had only one platoon, and Italy two battalions. 
The French Army was being demobilised, and a number of the troops in 
Bulgaria would be automatically recalled. In his opinion, there should be 
an Inter-Allied occupation in equal shares, or none. 

General Bliss said that on the 9th June the Military Representatives had 
made recommendations, which had been approved on the 1 6th June by the 
Council of Four. It had been agreed that two French divisions should be 
maintained, and that Great Britain and Italy should both be represented. 
On consultation, Great Britain ha 4 offered one platoon, and Italy one 
battalion. Now General Franchet d’Esperey called attention to the insuffi- 
ciency of the British and Italian contribution. 

M. Glemengeau said that the situation had changed, as he was now forced 
to demobilise, and remove his troops from Bulgaria, unless his Allies took 
their share. The only Great Power which had not been demobilised was 
Italy. Why they had not done so was their business. The only people with 
interests at stake in Bulgaria were the Greeks, and they sent their troops 
to Smyrna. . 

M. Grespi said that M. Glemenceau had more than once declared that 
Italy had not demobilised. He wished to make a formal and official state- 
ment that Italy had demobilised as much as France, and had even demobilised 
one class more than France. 

M. Glemengeau said that if that was so, Italy could take her share of the 
watch on Bulgaria. Meanwhile, she was sending 40,000 troops across the 
Black Sea to Baku. 

M. Grespi said that the British Government had requested that the British 
troops in the Caucasus be relieved by the Italians. He was not aware that 
Italy had as yet decided to send even one man. 

M, Glemengeau said that he had nevertheless received official telegrams 
in support of what he said. 

General Gavallero said that he had just given General Thwaites a 
statement in complete contradiction of the information mentioned by 
M. Glemenceau. 

(It was then decided to refer to the Military Representatives at Versailles 
the q lies Lion of devising means for an equal Inter- Allied occupation of 
Bulgaria.) 

” These respective British and Italian strengths reversed those pioposcd in Appendix F. 
See note 10 above. 

1 he future status of the port of Kavalla was at that time under deiibei auon (cf. No. 1 1 , 
minute 6 ). 
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13- M, Glemengeau announced that/ according to the Havas Agency, 
Ratification of the Weimar Assembly had ratified the Treaty, the Rhine Gon- 
Treaty with ventioii, and the Protocols of the Treaty, by 208 votes against 
Germany 

{The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

July g, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 7 

The American Minister at Warsaw reports under date of 3rd July that he had 
been informed by Colonel Grove, who received the information from the Polish 
Delegation from West Prussia, that the German troops in withdrawing fi'om the 
west bank of the Vistula were clearing out horses and farm implements from 
Polish and German inhabitants alike. It would seem that these seizures were 
possibly the work of soldiery without orders. Should this continue it will be 
impossible to reap this year’s harvest. It would also prevent seeding their next 
year’s crop and result in this district having to import rather than export foodstuffs. 


Appendix B to No. 7 

Supreme War Council. Military Representatives 

s. w. c. 438] Report on the 

Measures to be taken regarding Hungary^^ 

On July 5th the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers charged 
the Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council : 

{a) To examine from the military point of view the means at the disposal of the 
Allied and Associated Powers to compel Hungary to comply with the 
conditions of the armistice accepted by herp^ 

{b) To give the Supreme Council information regarding the manufacture and 
the stocks of munitions at the disposal of the Hungarian Government. 
In their Joint Note No. 43 of June 7th, 1919, the Military Representatives 
already considered the military measures to be taken eventually against Hungary 
in order to put an end to the Hungarian attacks against the Gzecho-Slovaks. 

At that time the greater part of the Hungarian forces was concentrated on the 
Gzecho-Slovak front; the Hungarian Command had only left weak covering- 
forces in the East (Rumanian front) and in the South (Franco-Serbian front). 

Chief of the Polish Division of the American Relief Administration. 

This report is printed by F. Deak in Hungary at the Paris Peace Conference (New York, 
1942), pp. 467-70. 

See No. 3, minute 2. 

Note in original: ‘The Italian Military Representative said that he must repeat the 
declaration which he had already made before, namely that he could only consider the 
armistice of November 3rd, 1918 (Armistice of the Villa Giusti), as tlie military convention 
of Genera! Franchet d’Esperey had not been recognised by the Italian Government.’ (See 
No. 3, note 6.) 

*7 Untraced in Foreign Office archives. 
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The execution of the military operation set forth in its broad lines in the Joint 
Note above mentioned would seem therefore to have been capable of realisation 
without any great difficulties if it had been undertaken immediately. 

Since the 7th June, however, the militaiy situation in Hungary has appreciably 
changed. 

Dispositions of the Hungarian Army 

On the intervention of the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated 
Powers, the Government of BelalCun agreed to stop its attacks against the Czecho- 
slovaks, and moreover to order its troops to evacuate Gzecho-Slovak territory 
under the conditions laid down by General Pelle in the name of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

From the latest information received from General Pelle it would appear: — 

That the evacuation of the above-mentioned territory by the Hunganari troops has been 
carried out within the time limit prescribed. 

That the greater part of the Hungarian troops who were on the Slovak fi:ont and who 
have been liberated as a result of this evacuation, are in process oj concentration 
in the regiotis of Miskolc^ (i^o kilometres M.E. of Buda Pesth), Cegled and Kecskefnet 
(80 to 100 kilometres S.E. of Buda Pesth), where they are in a position to 
threaten both the Rumanian and the Franco-Serb forces. 

It appears also that the Government of Buda Pesth is at the present moment 
forming 2 new divisions of infantry, which will bring the total number of the 
tiungarian forces up to 8-10 divisions of infantry and 2 divisions of cavalry, or 100,000 
to 120,000 combatant troops. Recent infoi'mation points to these troops being 
disciplined, well-equipped, provided with numerous machine-guns and consider- 
able artillery, and to their supplies of ammunition, though no precise information 
is forthcoming,^® allowing them to offer considerable resistance; and lastly to their 
being animated by a very strong national feeling. 

Under these conditions, and taking into consideration the force tiiat the Hun- 
garian Command would in the ordinary course of events be obliged to maintain on 
the Gzecho-Slovak front, it does not seem an exaggeration that on the Rumanian 
and Franco-Serbian fronts alone the Armies of the Entente, in case of offensive 
action against the Hungaxian Army, would have to fight a force of at least 90,000 
to 100,000 good troops. 

Note in original: ‘From the latest returns received by the British and French Military 
Representatives the Flungarian Army has at its disposal material and .stocks oi' munitions 
from the old HonvM, from the Mackensen Army, which was disarmed in IIungar\', and an 
unknown quantity of arms and munitions which have bt'cn sent from Austria. [Linder lire 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy the Honved was a Hungarian dcl'ence force composed of 
reserve regiments.] 

‘The possibility of manufacturing war material in Hungary is little known. A great effort 
would appear to have been made and 6 or 7 factories appear to be in full working order, 
of which 

1 is for the manufacture of guns, 

1 for the manufacture of small arms, 

2 for the manufacture of explosives (20,000 shells per day?), 

I for the manufacture of aeroplanes, 

I for the manufacture of monitors, gun-boats and material for river craft. 

‘There is no indication of the manufacture of ammunition for infantry ; this does not, 
however, appear to be deficient. Hungary is drawing from the mines of Salgo-Tarjan and 
from the region of Miskolcz 550 wagon loads of raw material (lignite and iron) pei’ day.’ 
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It must be added that Buda Pesth, the seat of the Hungarian Government and 
the final objective of the Entente Armies, appears now to have been transformed 
into a veritable fortress provided with successive lines of defence extending to a 
great distance and a strong defensive organisation, the capture of which would 
without doubt entail a great effort if the Hungarian Government had not before- 
hand asked for peace. 

Dispositions of the Allied Armies 

The Allied and Associated Powers could oppose to the Hungarian Army : — 


(i) Conditional on the agreement of the Rumanian and Serbian Governments. 

6 Rumanian Divisions ^ | g 

1 „ Cavalry Division, j 

2 French Divisions. 16,000 „ 

I Serbian Division. 8,000 „ 

in all, 84,000 men of which two-thirds belong to the Rumanian Army. 

It must moreover be noted that the Rumanian troops have been forced to 
evacuate, after the initial success of the Hungarian offensive against the Czecho- 
slovaks, the bridge-heads which they had occupied on the right bank of the Theiss, 
and are consequently in a disadvantageous position to undertake operations against 
the Hungarians. 


(2) Conditional on the agreement of the Government of Prague. 

Such weak Gzecho-Slovak forces as it has been possible to re-organise up to date 
after the reverses of last month, amounting to at the most : — 

2 Divisions . . . 20,000 men. 

The remainder of the Czecho-Slovak Army wall probably not be available for 
action for two months. 

In any case the Entente would have at its disposal for the proposed operation 
only a total force, including Czecho-Slovaks, of 

100,000 to 110,000 men 

■with w'hich to oppose 

100,000 to 120,000 Hungarians. 

Conclusions 

In consideration of the above, the Military Representatives arc of opinion that 
the proposed operation is possible, but presents a great element of l isk if measures 
are not taken to ensure the reinforcement of the Allied forces in time. 

The Military Representatives further consider they should draw the attention 
of the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powders to the foilowdng 
points : — ■ 

( 1 ) The possibility of undertaking this action depends absolutely on the consent 

of the Serbian, Rumanian and Gzecho-Siovak Governments. 

(2) Serious difficulties must be expected in the carrjdng out of the operation, 
viz.: — 

{a) Changes in the dispositions of the Hungarian Army in process of 
concentration between the Theiss and the Danube to the South of 
Budapest and in the region of Miskolcz. 

{b) The loss by the Rumanian forces of the bridgeheads which they had 
occupied on the right bank of the Theiss. 

(r) The defensive organisation carried out round Budapest. 
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(g) If the operation is contemplated it is of importance to postpone the retire- 
ment of the Rumanian troops from the I'egion East of the Theiss. 

With these reserves and if a military operation against the Hungarian Army is 
decided on by the Supreme Council in spite of the difficulties set forth above and 
the large expenditure involved, the general plan of operations contemplated by 
the Military Representatives in their Joint Note No, 43 of June still appears 
capable of execution in its broad lines. It would be for the General Gommanding- 
in-Ghief the operating Armies to modify the plan as circumstances may dictate. 

In any case the Military Representatives insist, if the success of the operation is 
to be assured, on the necessity of the operations being under the direction of one 
Commander accepted by the Rumanian, Serbian and Gzecho-Siovak Govern- 
ments, The General Gommanding-in-Ghief, the Allied Armies of the East is tlie 
sole Commander who appears for the moment to be in a position to make the 
necessary dispositions without loss of time and consequently to ensure the necessary 
co-ordination of action. 

G.al Belin. 


Military 
Representative, 
French Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


G. Sagkville- 
West. 

Major General, 
Military 
Representative, 
British Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Ugo 

Gavallero. 

Military 
Representative, 
Italian Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Tasker H. 

Bliss. 

Military 
Representative, 
American Section, 
Supreme War 
Council, 


Given at Versailles on the 8th July, 1919. 


Appendix G to No. 7 
Document 3*® 

w. G. p, II i6,b.] Translation. 

Financial Commission of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 

July ylh, igig. 

Joint Draft Note of the Govermnenls of the Allied and 
Associated Powers to Bela Kwi 

According to information received by the Governments of the Allied and 
Associated Powers the Communist Government of Budapest has given ordeijs] to 
the banks on Hungarian territory to deliver up to it all bonds and securities and 
values^® held by them on deposit; and it would appear that this order has already 
begun to be carried out. 

The Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers consider that these 
securities and values, 20 in as much as they are not the property of tlieir nations, 
are the security for the credits on account of war I'eparations, 

They make formal protest against all measures aiming at disposing of the same. 

They also declare that they consider as a qualified theft^^ all seizure of securities 
and values 2 » belonging to their nationals. 

For the omission of Documents i and 2 of this appendix see note 2 above. 

French ~ valuta. 

25 Apparently a misti'anslation of vol qualiJU = an aggravated theft. 
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They warn the communist Government that they consider as niiil and void all 
measures which it has decreed for their confiscation, and that they hold the 
Hungarian Government responsible for all loss which may result from same to 
themselves and to their nationals. 


Document 4 

w. G, p. 1116.G.] Translation. 


July 7th, igig. 


Draft Communication to the Press 

According to information received, the Communist Government of Budapest 
has ordered the banks on Hungarian territory to deliver up to it the securities and 
values^o which they hold on deposit; and it would seem that steps have been taken 
to carry out this order. 

Tire Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers have addressed to Bela 
Kun a formal protest, stating that they consider as a qualified theft^^ the seizure 
of all securities and values belonging to their nationals, and warning the com- 
munist Government that they wdll hold as null and void all measures of confisca- 
tion, and that they will hold the Hungarian Government responsible for all losses 
which may result therefrom to them and to their nationals. 

The (French) owners of securities deposited in Hungary are requested to declare 
same to (the Commission of Claims, Ministry of Foreign Affairs) as soon as 
possible; which they have already done 

Moreover, owners of such securities are advised to make the declarations fore- 
seen by the Law of June 15th, 1872 on oppositions, to the Syndical Chamber of 
Brokers of Paris. 


Appendix D to No. 7 

Frontier between Tugo-Slavia and Hungary in the Prekomurye 

A. Demand of the Serbo-Groat-Slovene Delegation 

The Sei'bo-Croat-Siovene Delegation no longer claim the eastern districts 
inhabited by a compact Magyar population and the northern districts which are 
connected with the valley of the Raab by their economic interests. 

B. Decision of the Committee 
(i) Principles. 

(a) The Committee considers that from the geographical point of vie^v the new 
frontier claimed by the Serbo-Groat-Slovene Delegation is of an artificial character 
like the former one, as indeed is unavoidable in any delineation of the Yugo-Slav 
salient to the north of the Mur. 

(b) It notes that this salient, thus reduced, is inhabited by a population of which 
three-quarters are Slovene. 

(c) It recognises that from a general political point of view the fate of the 
Slovene race, united under the Austro-Hungarian domination and in its resistance 
to Germanisation, but now inevitably destined to be split up as a result of the 
partition of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, is worthy of all attention. 
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(2) Conclusions. 

The Committee proposes to assign to Yugo-Slavia the part ol the Prekomurye 
now claimed by the Serbo-Groat-Slovene Delegation. 

The geographical boundary is as follows: — ■ 

The talweg of the Lendva upstream to a point to be determined on the ground 
to the south of point 265. 

Thence, a line, to be determined on the ground, running in a north-north- 
westerly direction to point 209 (3 kilometres west of Nemesnep) and leaving 
Pincze, Gsente, Hidveg, Gonterhaza, Zsitkocz and Kebele-Szentmarton to Yugo- 
slavia; and Lendva-Ujfalu, Dedes, Gaborjanhaza, Bodehaza and Lendva-Jakabfa 
to Hungary. 

Thence, in a north-westerly direction as far as point 295, approximately the 
crest line separating the basins of the river Nemesnepi in the north and the river 
Kebele in the South. 

Thence a line, to be determined on the ground, running in a northerly direction 
to point 313 (about lo kilometres to the south of Szt. Gotthard) passing over points 
291-319 and leaving Kisszerclahely, Domonkosfa, Kapornak, Domafold with its 
railway station, and Nagydolany to Yugo-Slavia; and Szemerecz and Kotormany 
to Hungary. 

Thence, in a westerly direction as far as point 371 (about 10 kilometres to the 
south-south-east of Fehring) approximately the crest-line separating the l^asins of 
the Raba in the north and the Mur in the south. 

Thence, a line, to be determined on the ground, running in a south-AA'^esterly 
direction to the old frontier between Austria and Hungary to the east of point 400, 
and leaving Gedoudvar to Yugo-Slavia and Bonisfalva to Hungary. 

A. W. A. Leeper. 

Appendix E to No. 7 

s. w. G. 436.] Organisation of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control referred to in 
Articles 203-210 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany 

General 
Part I 

Formation of Inter- Allied Commissions of Control 
Article i. Three Inter- Allied Commissions of Control shall be created, viz. : — 

The hlilitary Inter-Allied Commission of Control. 

The Naval Inter- Allied Commission of Control. 

The Aeronautical Inter- Allied Commission of Control. 

These Commissions shall enter upon their duties as from the date of the coming 
into force of the Treaty of Peace, 

Article 2. The hlilitary Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall represent the 
Principal Allied and Associated Governments with the German Government in ail 
matters concerning the execution of the Military Glauses (Article 208). 

The President of the Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be a 
French General. 

-''2 Note in original t ‘In view of the great importance of this Commission, the Ivlilitary 
Representatives are of opinion that its President should be a General Officer chosen with 


Article g. The Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall represent the 
Principal Allied and Associated Governments with the German Government in all 
matters concerning- the execution of the Naval Clauses (Article 209). 

The President of the Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be a 
British Admiral. 

Article 4. The Aeronautical Inter- Allied Commission of Control shall represent the 
Principal Allied and Associated Governments with the German Government in all 
matters concerning the execution of the Aeronautical Glauses (Article 210). 

The President of the Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be 
a British Brigadier-General. 

Article g. The General Officers and Admiral referred to in Articles 2, 3, and 4 shall 
mutually detail a permanent representative (assisted if necessary by other Officers) 
for the purpose of maintaining liaison between them. 

Part II 

Powers of the Inter-xillied Commissions of Control 
Article 6. The powers of each of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control are 
defined in Articles 203 to 210 of the Treaty of Peace. 

In addition to the application of the Military Glauses (Articles 159 to iSo), the 
Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control shall enforce Articles 195 (para- 
graph i) and ig6 (paragraphs 2 and 3) of the Naval Glauses. 

Article 7. The general clauses (Articles 21 r-212 of the Treaty of Peace) shall be 
under the supervision of the President of the Adilitary, Naval or Aeronautical 
Commissions of Control as the case may be. 

Part III 

Expenses of the Inter^ Allied Commissions of Control 
Article 8. The maintenance and expenses of the Commissions of Control and their 
working expenses are chargeable to Germany in accordance with Article 207 of the 
Treaty of Peace. 

These expenses shall be paid direct, through the President of the Commissions, 
to the parties concerned, by the Allied and Associated Governments, who shall 
obtain repayment of such expenses from the German Government. 2-* 

Article g. The German Government wall be notified of the accommodation required 
for the Inter- Allied Commissions of Control, and wall provide such accommodation 
in accordance with Article 206 (paragraph i) of the Treaty of Peace. 

Partly 

Duration of activities of Inter- Allied Commissions of Control 
Article 10. The duration of the activities of each Commission shall be limited to the 
complete execution of the Military, Navql or Air Glauses under its supervision, for 

special reference to his military standing and reputation, as well as his energy and activity. 
They recommend that he should be selected from the General Officers in Command of 
Army Corps.’ 

Note in original: ‘The American Representatives make a reservation on this paragraph 
to tlie efiect that legislative action by Congress will be necessary before the United Slates 
can adopt the procedure proposed.’ 
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which a time limit is fixed in the Treaty of Peace; and in case the execution be not 
completed within the period fixed, this fact will be I'eported by the Commission 
concerned to the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers for 
a decision as to the action to be taken. 

Until a decision is reached the Commission will continue to supervise the 
execution of the particular clause in question. 

Organisation of the Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control 

Article ii. The General Officer presiding over the Military Inter-Allied Gom» 
mission of Control shall be assisted by a Staff which shall include Officers of each 
of the Armies of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and of Belgium. 

He shall moreover be assisted by the necessary technical personnel (legal, 
financial and other experts). It will sit at Berlin. 

Article 12. The Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall include tliree 
Sub-Commissions : — 

{a) A Sub-Commission for Munitions, Armament and Material. 

{b) A Sub-Commission for Establishments, Recruiting and Military Training, 
(r) A Sub-Gomrnission for Fortifications. 

Article i^. Sub-Commission for Munitions, Armament, and Material. 

This Sub-Commission shall supervise the execution of Aiticles 164-172, 180, 195 
(paragraph i) and 196 (paragraphs 2 and 3) of the Treaty of Peace. 

It shall be presided over by a British General Officer, assisted by Officers of the 
various Allied and Associated Armies; and shall sit at Berlin. 

The Sub-Commission shall be represented by Officers at Munich, Dresden and 
Stuttgart and at such other places as may be found necessary. The total number 
of officers necessary for this Sub-Commission will be decided by the President; it 
will probably not exceed about 20 Officers. It will be assisted by a technical staff' 
of about 4-8 Officers, specially entrusted with the execution of Articles 1 68 and 169. 

Article 14. Sub-Commission for Establishments, Recruiting and Military Training. 

This Sub-Commission shall supervise the execution of Articles 159-163 and 
of the Treaty of Peace, particularly as regards the abolition of military 
schools provided for in Article 176. 

It shall be presided over by a French General Officer assisted by Officers of the 
various Allied and Associated Armies; and shall sit at Berlin. 

The Sub-Commission shall be represented by Officers at Alunich, Dresden and 
Stuttgart and at such other places as may be found necessary. 

The total number of Officers necessary for this Sub-Commission will be decided 
by the President; it will probably not exceed about 30 Officers. 

Article ly. Sub-Commission for Fortifications. 

This Sub- Commission shall supervise the execution of Articles 180, 195 (para- 
graph 1) and 196 (paragraphs 2 and 3) of the Treaty of Peace. 

It shall be presided over by an American General Officer and divided into two 
sections : — 

(i) The Section making the returns {faisant le recensement) of fortifications to 
be maintained (Articles 180 and 196) which shall sit at Berlin and have 
delegates at Munich, Dresden, Stuttgart and Konigsberg. 
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(2) Tlie Section dealing with dismantling which shall operate from. Kiel 
(Article 195) with a branch at Stettin, and from Mayence (Article 180) 
with branches at Strassburg and Cologne. 

The Sub-Commission shall consist of about 15 Officers in all, 5 in the first and 
10 in the second Section (exact numbers to be decided by the President). The 
second Section shall be provided with a large subordinate personnel to superintend 
the work of dismantling. 


Article 16. The Officers representing each nation on the Military Inter-Allied 
Commission of Control might be provided as far as possible in the following- 
proportions 


United States of Amer 
Great Britain 
France 
Italy 

Belgium . 

Japan 


3 in 20. 

4 in 20, 

5 in 20. 
4 in 20. 
2 in 20. 
2 in 20, 


Organisation of the Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control 
Article 17. The Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control which is charged with 
the supervision of the execution of the Naval Clauses of the Peace Treaty will 
consist of: — 

The Main Commission with necessary Staff, with Pleadquarters in Berlin. 

A Sub-Commission (A) consisting of Professional and Technical Officers for 
dealing with matters set forth below. 

A Sub-Commission (B) similarly composed and constituted for a similar 
purpose. 

It is important that the execution of Article 1 15 of the Treaty of Peace which 
deals with the destruction of the fortifications of Heligoland shall be entrusted 
to a Sub-Commission of the Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control. 

A Sub-Commission (C) shall be constituted for this purpose. 

Article 18. The Main Commission will consist of: — 

Vice Admiral Sir E. F. B. Charlton, K.C.M.G., C.B., 

Centre Amiral M. F. A. Grasset, 

Rear Admiral P. Orsini, R.I.N., 

Rear Admiral H. A. Wiley, U.S.N., 

Commander M. Sakonji, I.J.N. 

or such Officers as may be designated by their respective Governments to succeed 
them. 

Ariicle ig. Sub -Commission ‘A’ will consist of about 8 Officers of the Allied and 
Associated Navies and will be presided over by a Captain of the British Navy. 

Sub-Commission ‘B’ will consist of about 9 Officers of the Allied and Associated 
Navies and will be presided over by a Captain of the French Navy. 

Sub-Commission ‘G’ will consist of about 4 Officers of the Allied and Associated 
Navies and will be presided over by a Captain of the British Navy. 

An Interpreter will be attached to each Sub-Commission. 

Ariicle so. As soon as possible after the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace, 
the Main Commission shall proceed in men-of-war to Germany and travel to 
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Berlin to meet the representatives appointed by the German Government and 
notify them of the procedure which will be adopted by the Commission of Control. 

Article 21. The date of the proposed visit to Berlin will be arranged in conjunction 
with the Commissions for the execution of the Military and Air Clauses. 

Article 22. With regard to the allocation of responsibilities to the Sub-Commissions 
‘A’ and ‘B’ — 

Sub-Commission ‘A' shall deal with : — 

(i) The surrender of ships. 

(3) The breaking-up of ships under construction. 

(3) The allowance of ammunition on board ships still in commission. 

(4) The reduction of personnel, 

Sub-Commission ‘B’ shall deal with : — 

The surrender of all other stocks of munitions and war material and the 
stoppage of manufacture. 

The foregoing allocation is tentative and not to be regarded as arl;)itrary, as 
experience may show it to be desirable to amend it. It is based on the geographical 
situation in so far as Sub-Commission ‘A’ will deal with the Naval Ports and the 
Admiralty in Berlin, while Sub-Commission ‘B’ will be required to exercise super- 
vision in various centres in Germany. 

Article 23. Should it be found desirable or necessary, the personnel of Sub-Com- 
missions ‘A’ and ‘B’ shall be interchangeable. 

Organisation of the Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control 
Article 24. The Pleadquarters of the Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission shall 
be at Berlin. 

Article 25. The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall consist of 
6 Sub-Commissions : — 

I Sub-Commission on Production. 

I Sub-Commission on Naval Aircraft and Dirigibles. 

4 Sub-Commissions on Military Aircraft. 

Article 26. The Suli- Commission on Production shall supervise particularly the 
execution of the Glauses contained in Article 20 r. 

It shall sit at Berlin, and be presided over by a French Colonel, assisted by tiie 
necessary technical staff. 

Article 27. The Sub- Commission on Naval Aircraft and Dirigibles shall siqjcryise 
as regards those types of Aircraft, the Glauses contained in articles other iIkiu 
A rticle 201. 

It shall be presided over by a British Lieutenant-Colonel. 

Article 28. The Sub-Commissions on Military Aircraft shall supervise as far res tliis 
class of aircraft is concerned, the execution of clauses other than those contained 
in Article 201. 

A Sub-Commission at Berlin shall be presided over by an American Brigadier- 
General. 

A Sub-Commission at Stuttgart shall be ^presided over by a French Lieutenant- 
Colonel. 
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A Sub-Commission, at Munich shall be presided over by an Italian Lieutenant- 
Colonel. 

A Sul^-Gommission at Dresden shall be presided over by a Belgian Lieutenant- 
Colonel . 

Article 2Q. The details of the organisation of the Aeronautical Inter-Allied Com- 
mission of Control are set forth in the attached Table^^ which is put forward as an 
indication. The total numbers involved are: — 

Officers 196. 

Other Ranks 381. 

Interpreters 25, 

24 A slip affixed to the original noted that only a .summary of this table was attached. 
This summary (not printed) tabulated the detailed distribution of personnel and transport 
between Berliiij Stuttgart, Munich and Dresden. 


No. 8 

H. D. 4 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d^Orsaj, Paris , on Thursday, 

July 10, igig, at g.go pan. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. R. Lansing; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 
France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon. 

Italy: M. Grespi; secretary,- M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Col. Grant. British Empire: Capt. E. 

Abraham. France: Capt. A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi, 
Interpreter: Prof, P. J. Mantoux. 

I. M. Clemenceau said that he had a cjuestion to submit to his colleagues. 

In the Council of Four there had been a question, before 
Comnmmcation oj President Wilson left, about the secrecy of the minutes of 
French Pmli^ proceedings in the Council. President Wilson had taken 
tary Committee view that these minutes could not be communicated. 

Mr. Lloyd George had not adopted a very firm attitude on 
the subject. He (M. Clemenceau) had said that he would not be able to 
refuse them to a Parliamentary Committee. At the present moment the 
Parliamentary Committee was asking for the Proces-Verbaux of the Com- 
mission on the League of Nations. These proces-verbaux had been printed 
and kept secret. He thought there could be no objection to showing these 
documents to the Parliamentary Committee but this raised a question of the 
communication of other similar records. lie would like to know from his 
Colleagues whether they would agree to the communication of records of 
discussions other than those of the Gouiicil of Four. 

Mr. Lansing said that personally he had no objection whatever but he 
did not know what the feelings of the President might be. He would like to 
have the opportunity of finding out. - 
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M- Glemengeau asked whether he might give his Parliamentary Com- 
mittee the minutes of the League of Nations [Commission]. 

Mr. Lansing said that he did not feel sure. 

M» Mantoux then gave an account of the conversation on this subject 
which had taken place in the Council of Four on the 28tii of June, at the 
Senate, at Versailles. 

Mr. Balfour said that he could not believe that any harm would result 
from the communication of the record in question to a Committee of the 
French Chamber. This, however, might create a precedent which might be 
inconvenient. For instance, he questioned whether it would be desirable 
to communicate the records of the present Council. 

M. Glemengeau said that that was not in cjuestion. The present Goimcil 
was the successor of the Council of Four and these minutes must remain, 
secret. He referred for the present to the proceedings of commissions. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether he proposed to communicate the proceedings 
of the Council of Ten. 

M. Glemengeau replied in the negative. 

Mr. Lansing said that even in respect to the deliberations of Committees 
embarrassing questions arose. For instance, concerning Responsibilities 
there had been very frank discussions.^ It might be imprudent to communi- 
cate all that was consigned in the minutes on that matter. President Wilson 
had been chairman of the Commission on the League of Nations and before 
the minutes were communicated he ought to be consulted. 

M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Lansing if he would consult President Wilson 
regarding the request he had made about the minutes of the Commission on 
the League of Nations. 

Mr. Lansing agreed to do so. 

(At this point M. Loucheur entered, the room.) 


2. M. Lougheur said that he wished to submit a proposal regarding the 
Inter-Allied Commission to negotiate with Germany on the 
rel^liq subject of the Rhineland agreement, slightly dilferent from that 

negotiations with forward on the previous day by the British Delega tion. He 
Germany on the proposed the following : — 

subject of the 'An Inter-Allied Commission should be appointed to discuss 
Rhnelarid Germans the details of the Convention in accoi-dancc 

with the terms of the letter addressed on the 27th June by 
M. Clemenceau to the German Delegation at Versailles." The Commission 
shall be composed of one representative for Great Britain, for France, 
for the United States, and for Belgium. In case of need this Commission 


1 The reference was to the proceedings of the Commission on Responsibility of tlie 
Authors of the War and the Enforcement of Penalties. 

2 In this letter the German Delegation had been informed that the Rhineland Conven- 
tion must be signed on the same day as the Treaty of Versailles but that the Allied and 
Associated Powers would not object to subsequent meetings with German representatives 
in order to discuss details. 
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shall consult on military matters the Gommander-iii- Chief of the Allied 
Armies.’ 

(The above proposal was accepted.) 

M. Lougheur further pointed out that the British member, Mr. Wise, had 
been nominated. He would be glad to know the names of the other Com- 
missioners. 

M. Glemengeau nominated M. Loucheur for France, 

Mr. Lansing said that he would notify the Secretariat later. 

M. Lougheur asked that Belgium be approached through the Secretariat 
General. 

(This was agreed to.) 

M. Loucheur then withdrew. 


3. M. Glemengeau said that according to news he had received the Poles 

had made an advance in Lithuania in defiance of the orders of 
f if Lithuania Conference. He thought that Marshal Foch should be 

requested on behalf of the Council to order the Poles to withdraw. 

(It was agreed that the dispatch received by M. Clemenceau should be sent 
to Marshal Foch in order that the latter should take suitable action.) 

4. M. Grespi said that on the previous day he had submitted three notes, one 

addressed to Bela Kun, another to various Governments, and 
T^lheGoverT^ ^ Press.3 Mr. Lansing had objected to the first, 

mentlfBdaKun Other two had been sent back to the Financial Com- 

mission for re-drafting. He now submitted two re-drafts. 


(After some discussion, the following drafts were adopted 


Joint Note of the Prh 


1, According to information received, Bela Kun lias 
ordered' all Banks established in Hungarian territory to hold 


cipal Allied and Asso- ijjg disposal all kinds of securities deposited with them. It 
cialed Governments to appears that steps are already being taken to enforce this 
the Governments of the 

Allied, Associated and m.* n ^ ja 

Ine (jrovernments 01 the AJJied and Associated Powers 
Neutral rowers and to ^ .. i.-. n 

the Governments of the declare that this action is nothing less than robbery. 

German Empire and of They consider all these measures of confiscation as null 
Austria and void. 

The Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers desire to draw the attention of the Government of to the 


danger which may be incurred to all countries by the constitution of a 
fund created for the purpose of a destructive propaganda in foreign 
countries. 


It appears to them that common action is required to defeat this policy 
and to protect depositors threatened with spoliation. 

They therefore propose to the Government of to forbid or at ail 
events to supervise the importation and negotiation of all securities coming 


3 See No. 7, minute 7. 
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from Hungary. It would also be useful to estabiisb a control over all 
Hungarian securities. 

Communication to the Press.^ 

2. According to information received, Bela Kmi lias ordered all Banks 
establisbed in Hungarian territory to hold at his disposal all kinds of 
securities deposited %vith them. It appears that steps are already being 
taken, to enforce this order. 

The Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers consider this to 
be nothing less than robbery. They consider all these measures of confisca- 
tion as null and void. 

They call the attention of the Governments of a'il, tlie ,A.ssociated and 
Allied and Neutral Powers and also the Governments of the German 
Empire and Austria to the danger which may arise for all countries iroiii 
the constitution of funds for the purpose of supporting propaganda in 
foreign countries. They request that all these Governineiits ■svill talce the 
necessary steps to prevent the realisation or sale within their territories 
•of the securities stolen hy Bela Kim.) 

Mr. Lansing asked in relation to these proposals, whether the censorship 
on Hungarian mails was to be maintained. 

M. GlemRngeau observed that as a state of war still existed with Hungary 
censorship would automatically remain in force. 

M. Grespi said that he had just received from Austria a complaint that 
15,000,000 kroner had been introduced into the country and that these 
were probably the product of sales of securities in Hungary. 

5 . (It was decided that all Commissions dealing with matters necessary for 
Treaty of the Treaty %vith Bulgaria be asked to report not later llian July 25th. 
Peace with It ivas lurther decided that the Bulgarian Government bo asked to 
Bulgaria send a deputation to Paris on that date.) 

6. (At this stage General Naulin, General Summeral, General Thwaites 

(representing General Watts), General Cavallero (represcnt- 
Instnictwnstorepre- General di Robilaiit) entered the room.) 

^Mer^Alli^lCovi- Glemengeau, addressing the Generals, Siiicl that tlicy 

mission for Fiwne were being sent to Fiume to enquire into the events that had 
taken place there. They were requested to proceed to Fiume 
as quickly as possible and to devote all their efforts to discovering the tj'utli. 
about the incidents. Their enquiry was of the greatest importance to the 
maintenance of good relations among the Allies. The Italian incmi)cr of die 
Commission, General di Robilant would join it on its way and the I'k iti.sii 
representative, General Watts would follow very shortly. The Commission 
should report to the Council and apply for assistance sliould it find any diili- 
culty in carrying out its task. 

^ On July 15, 1919, there was published in the British press a dispatch ou this .subj<,-cT 
under a Paris dateline of July 14. This dispatch reproduced, not the apj)ro\’ed coniuiuuica- 
tion printed below, but, with only verbal amendment, the first two paragraphs of the 
rejected draft printed as Document 4 in No. 7, appeneUx G. 
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Mr. Lansing asked whether the instructions drafted on the Sths had been 
given to the Generals. 

(It was agreed that these instructions should he given in writing to each 
member of the Commission.) 

(The Generals then withdrew.) 

7. (General Sykes, General Groves,^ Mr. Hurst, ^ General Duval, ^ General 
Gavallero and Rear Admiral Knapp’ entered the room.) 

Appova of Lansing said that the American representatives had no 

Air Convention ... ^ 

authority to negotiate an agreement. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that Mr. Hurst be heard on the legal aspect of the 
question, 

Mr. Hurst said that Article 319 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany 
foreshadowed an early acceptance of the air convention. He had been 
informed of the difficulty experienced by the American Delegation in agree- 
ing to the convention. He pointed out that similar difficulties had arisen at 
the Hague in 1907, and the solution adopted then was to leave the question 
of signature open for eleven months. It would be easy in this instance to 
permit the postponement of signature until June 1920. This would give 
time for full discussion and would entail no alteration in the draft. It would 
also permit the fulfilment of what was provided for in the treaty with 
Germany. 

Mr. Lansing said that he had made a similar proposal on the previous 
day but since then he had learned that the American experts had made 
certain reservations. On reference to America, should Congress uphold 
these reservations it would be impossible to get the American signature to the 
Convention in its present form. There had not yet been an opportunity to 
discuss the economic side of the, Convention with the heads of American 
industry. There were questions of customs and patents which required to 
be examined. America might therefore be deprived of the possibility of 
adhering to a very important Convention. For this reason he did not think 
the method proposed by Mr. Hurst a suitable one. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood it would be in accordance with 
international practice to make reservations at the time of signature. The 
Convention in its present form had been largely assented to and it would be 
a great misfortune if nothing were done to carry out the arrangements fore- 
shadowed in the Treaty. He thought, therefore, it might be possible to adopt 
the plan proposed by Mr. Hurst, providing that the deferred signature might 
be accompanied by reservations to the substance. This could not be done in 

s See No. 5, minute 3., 

Generals Sykes and Groves were British representatives on the Aeronautical Com- 
mission of the Peace Conference. 

? Legal Adviser to the Foreign: Office and a member of the Drafting Committee. 

® French representative on the Aeronautical Commission. 

^ American representative on the Aeronautical Commission. 
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a Treaty of Peace but might be done in a Treaty of this kind. He hoped that 
this method might reconcile the two views. 

Mr. Lansing said that the document before him appeared to be a report. 
He was prepared to accept the report with the reservations expressed by the 
American expert. What was being discussed was the proposed rules. These 
he could not accept, 

Mr. Balfour remarked that if any change were made in the Convention 
he could not guarantee that the numerous Powers concerned in drawing it 
up would adhere to it in its new shape. The consent of each must be given 
on its own initiative. 

Mr. Lansing said that he was not himself endowed with full powers to 
sign such a Convention. He asked Mr. Balfour if he was. 

Mr. Balfour said that he believed that he was possessed of such powers, 

Mr. Hurst suggested that the Drafting Committee be asked to prepare 
the Convention for signature. The question of full powers was one for ea ch 
Government to determine. The treaty with Germany seemed to suppose 
that the Convention would be signed in a short time. The formula lie had 
suggested would enable full powers to be issued and further consideration to 
be taken by any Government concerned. 

General Duval pointed out that the project had been completely drafted 
with the exception of the preamble. 

Mr. Lansing quoted Article i8 of the Convention as one of those to which 
he objected. 

M. Glemenceau asked Mr. Lansing how long he thought it would take 
him to obtain the agreement of his Government should it be willing to accept 
the Convention. 

Mr. Lansing replied that he thought this might be done in three weeks. 

General Duval said he thought this delay would be regretable. At the 
present time aircraft were confined within frontiers and it would be very 
discouraging to the industry to find the Convention had been postponed. 
The whole incentive to establishing long-distance commercial air navigation 
might disappear and each State might establish preferential rules in favour 
of its own nationals. 

Mr. Lansing observed that the reservations made by the American experts 
required discussion. He was prepared to discuss them on the following day. 
If agreement could be reached the process would be hastened. He did not 
like the disposition shown to press the American Delegation to accept what 
it did not approve. 

Mr. Balfour said he sympathised with Mr. Lansing’s view but lie would 
ask him in return to sympathise with the British and French view. In tlic 
United States it was possible to fly thousands of miles within one national 
territory. In Europe it was difificult to fly 500 miles witliout crossing a, 
frontier. If commercial flying was to be of any value it was vital that 
frontiers should be crossed without difficulty. He would therefore ask 
Mr. Lansing to help in this matter in order that. European material iiltere.sts 
should not suffer. 
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Mr. Lansing said he understood the principal reason alleged for speedy 
signature was that the industry interested in flying should know exactly how 
it stood and so avoid loss on its enterprises. In this connection he asked 
whether the reservations made by the United States directly affected the 
question. 

General Duval said he thought they did not. 

Mr. Lansing suggested that while the United States Government were 
considering the Convention, European industry might be told that their 
Governments meant to sign the Convention. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the delay of three weeks proposed by 
Mr. Lansing be accepted. 

Mr. Balfour said that though this represented a loss of three weeks of 
summer weather he would consent if this were likely to lead to an agreement. 

(It was agreed that the subject he brought up again in three weeks.) 

Mr. Balfour said that the House of Commons was anxious to see this 
Convention. He would like to know whether his Colleagues had any objec- 
tion to the Convention being shown. 

(It was agreed that the proposed Convention might be published.)^® 

8. M. Crespi said that he had looked through the document handed to him by 
M. Glemenceau. This document declared that trains carrying 
Report by military material for Gzecho-Slovakia, Serbia, Roumania, Poland 
^leUoltaoTof French Army in the East had been held up. It con- 

supply trains however, by stating that supplies for the French troops 

at Modane had passed unhampered. He wished to draw attention to this 
admission. The note made no mention of consignments of food. 
Presumably therefore food had been allowed to proceed. Difficulties, how- 
ever, had arisen by reason of the state of things on the Eastern Frontier of 
Italy. There was considerable tension of feeling among the Yugo-Slavs and 
conflicts of patrols had been frequent. He had received news on the previous 
day of a fight between a Yugo-Slav patrol on the one hand and a patrol on 
the other composed of four Italians and one Frenchman which had resulted 
in the death of two Jugo-Slavs. The Italian military authorities had dis- 
covered on a train declared to be a food train a wagon full of machine guns. 
Lately a whole train composed of 32 trucks had gone to Serbia carrying 
heavy bombing aeroplanes. Three trains of this character had been observed 
proceeding to Serbia. These were French trains and there were French 
soldiers on them. 

Mr. Lansing asked whether there was anything improper in the di.spatch 
of arms from one Ally to another. As far as he was concerned he was pre- 
pared to sell arms to the Serbians as Allies. 

M. Crespi said that 14 tanks had also been dispatched in the same direc- 
tion. The Italian military authorities thought that the Serbs were mobiliz- 
ing against Italy. He therefore proposed that the Inter- Allied hfilltary 

See No, 7, note 6, 

63 



Representatives at Versailles should lay down some limit to the armaments 
sent in that direction. He would like to know why it v/as necessary for Serbia 
to receive so much equipment. He therefore proposed that some supervision 
should be exercised by Marshal Foch and by the military advisers at 
Versailles. 

Mr. Lansing asked whether M. Grespi proposed that the enquiry should 
extend to mobilisation on both sides of the Italian frontier, 

M. Grespi replied that it was necessary for Italy to take precautions. 

Mr. Lansing observed that the Serbs perhaps also thought alike. 

M. Grespi said that he could prove that Italy was demobilising. Moreover 
she had demobilised two classes more than France. He had with liim the 
decree ordering demobilisation. 

Mr, Lansing asked how many Italian troops there were in Istria, 

General Gavallero said that on the armistice frontier from the Tyrol 
to Istria there were from 700 to 800 thousand men. He did not know how 
many of these were concentrated in Istria. There might be 100 thousand. 
There was in addition perhaps half a million men in the interior. Italy had 
demobilised two and a half million men. 

M. Glemenceau asked M. Grespi to furnish him with a reply in writing. 
He had been much struck by the assertion in M. Grespi’s remarks of a right 
to impede the passage of arms from one Aliy to another. 

(M. Grespi agreed to furnish the written reply on the following day.) 


9. Mr. Balfour said that he had no time to consider this reply. 

Reply to German Note on Mr. Lansing suggested that the Drafting Committee 
the subject of the evacua- be asked to draft a reply in case the Goimcii should 
tionofPolandN decide to send one. 


(It was agreed that the Drafting Committee should he asked t o put up a 
draft for consideration on the following day.) 


10. M. Tardieu gave an explanation of the report of the Commission 
(Appendix A). He pointed out that the American jiroposai 
MsHa involved reopening the question of the frontiers between 

Hungry Austria and' Gzecho-Siovakia. As there had liecii no agree- 

ment in the Commission, he begged leave to make a personal, 
suggestion. He thought that Gzecho-Slovalda could do without most of 
what had been conceded at Gmiind, and the bulk of the territory attributed 
to her at Feldsberg. Thus with a very slight alteration the historic frontier of 
Bohemia would be maintained. The veiy’’ slight addition to this frontier, 
which he suggested, would be sufficient to safeguard the economic sitiiation. 
In compensation for this, Czecho-Slovakia might be given the bridgeiicad of 
Pressburg. All needful precautions might be taken against the militarisation 
of the ground on the right bank of the Danube. In any case this strip was so 
shallow as to be" militarily indefensible. 


See No. 9, appendix A, 
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Mr. Balfour thought that on the face of it there was much to recommend 
M. Tardieu’s proposal. 

M. Tardieu added that the political effect in Gzecho-Slovakia of altering 
the frontier announced on June 2nd without any ostensible reason save 
counter-proposals from Austria, must be taken into consideration. It might 
encourage undesirable tendencies in the country. 

Mr. Lansing said that this would appear to be an argument against any 
change. If so, it would apply to Pressburg as well. 

M. Tardieu said that it was for this reason he proposed to neutralise the 
effect of altering the frontier between Austria and Gzecho-Slovakia by offer- 
ing the latter Pressburg as a compensation. 

Mr. Lansing suggested that M. Tardieu should formulate iiis proposal 
and illustrate it by a line on the map on the following day in order that time 
should be given to consider the new proposal. 

(This was agreed to.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 10, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 8 

Report of Commission Drafting Reply to Austrian Note on Territorial Clauses^ ^ 

I. Frontiers of Austria with Hungary. 

The Commission entrusted with the preparation of replies to Austrian Notes on 
territorial questions, having heard M. Kramar and M. Benes,^3 submits the 
following : — 

(1) The United States, British, French and Japanese Delegations consider that 
the frontier should be fixed at the blue line shown on the map appended hereto. 
The result of this fi-esh line is: — 

(a) On the one hand, to hand over about 250,000 Germans to Austria as well 

as territoxy which has up to the present furnished 40% of its supplies to 
feed Lower Austria. 

(b) On the other hand, to leave in Hungarian territory — as pointed out by 

Messrs. Kramar and Benes — the railway from Pressburg to Agram (via 
Szentjanos, Csorna and Nagy-Kanisza), the other railway, from Pre3[sJ-- 
burg towards the south (via Wiener-Neustadt) being already in Austrian, 
territory, and the Czecho-Slovak Government having asked that its two 
railway terminal points towards the Adriatic should not be in the hands 
of a single State. 

(2) The Italian Delegation, whilst recognising the weight of the arguments used 
in coming to the above decision, is of the opinion that the ethnical, economic and 

I- The original of this appendix also contained a French text of this report. 

13 mm. Kramar and Benes were respectively the Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Czechoslovakia. 

Map not appended to original. 
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military considerations which have influenced it would be adequately guaranteed 
if economic and other servitudes wei’e imposed on Hungary in such a manner as 
to meet Austria’s requirements. Provided such servitudes were arranged for, the 
Italian Delegation considers that no change in sovereignty would be necessary or 
desirable. In view of the severe territorial conditions already imposed on Hungary , 
it would not be advisable, in its opinion, to demand fresh territorial sacrifices. ' 

(3) As regards the portion of the above-named line from the north of Kittsee 
to Pressburg, and the territory south of that town, including its suburbs, raih^^ay 
station, and the junction of the Pressburg-Agram and Pressburg-Wieiier Neustadt 
railways : 

(a) the British, French and Japanese Delegations consider that the territory in 

question should be handed over to the Gzecho-Slovak State; 

(b) the American Delegation raises no objection thereto, on condition that these 

remarks are complied with as regards the frontier betw^een Austria and the 
Gzecho-Slovak State (Feldsberg and Gmund). 

(c) the Italian Delegation is against any cession of territory, being apprehensive 

of its political effect on relations between Hungary, Austria and the 
Gzecho-Slovak State, but agi'ees either that the latter should be given 
control of the railway station and junction on Flungarian territory, or 
alternatively that the territory in question should be placed under the 
sovereignty of the League of Nations for a period to be determined. 

The other Delegations, whilst not admitting the Italian point of view, would 
agree to the said territory not being used for any military purpose. 

2 . Frontier of Austria with the Czechoslovak State. 

After hearing M, Kramar and M, Benes, the Commission entrusted with the 
preparation of replies to the Austrian notes on territorial cptestions submits the 
following : — 

(i) The French and Japanese Delegations recommend the retention of the line 
notified on f2nd June to the Austrian Delegation. 

(a) The United States Delegation recommends the adoption of the historical 
frontier, subject only to the reservation that the variations in the course of the 
Thaya and the Morava should be taken into account. 

(3) The British Delegation, while adhering to the original line should no 
compromise be efl'ected, would if necessary agree to the . . , proposal, 's on con- 
dition, however, that the Gzecho-Slovak State received part of the territory 
situated south of Pressburg on the right bank of the Danube, and also positive 
guarantees for the free use of the river Thaya and the Feldsberg railway. 

In any case, the British Delegation thinks the frontier should follow the median 
line ol the Morava and the Thaya river-beds, those two rivers being internationa- 
lised on that part of their course. 

(4) The Italian Delegation, though also adhering in principle to the retention 
of the original line, would if necessary accept alterations of detail on the Feldsberg 
district, but refuses to consider the cession of the Pressburg bridgehead by way of 
compensation. It is also in agreement with the British Delegation with regard to 
the fixing ol the frontier at the median lines of the Morava and of the Thaya, and 
with regard to the internationalisation of those rivers. 

Punctuation as in the original. The French text read: *ia proposition americaine.’ 
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No. 9 


H. D. 5.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoids Room at the Quai dHrsay, Paris on Friday^ 

July II, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. R. Lansing; secretary, Mr, L, Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman, 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon. 

Italy: M. Grespi; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.SA.: Lieut. Burden. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: Gapt. K. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 

Interpreter; Prof. P, J. Mantoux. 

I. M. Pichon took the Chair and explained that M. Glemenceau was 
Frontier of detained in the Peace Commission of the Chamber of Deputies. 
Austria with He sent his apologies and would come later. 

Hungary and (At this stage M. Tardieu, General Le Rond,^ M. Laroche, ^ 
Czecho- Mr. Leeper, M. Stranieri,^ Mr. Dulles^ and Mr. Hudson^ 
Slovakia entered the room.) 

M. Tardieu said that he had been asked on the previous day to mark on a 
map the compromise he had suggested.^ This compromise gave back to the 
Austrians half of the ground given to the Czecho-Slovaks in the neighbour- 
hood of Gmund, only leaving the junction of the railways within Czecho- 
slovakia. In the region of Feldsberg, two-thirds of the territory was returned 
to Austria, only the railway and river remaining in Czecho-Slovakia. In 
compensation to Czecho-Slovakia for this reduction of territory, he proposed 
to attribute to her the bridgehead at Pressburg and the railway junction. He 
would add that in the area round Feldsberg left to Czecho-Slovakia, there 
were a number of Czechs, which was not the case in the rest of the territories 
mentioned. 

M. Crespi said that the Italian delegation had made reservations particu- 
larly in respect to the bridgehead. He could see no reason for bringing 
Czecho-Slovakia across the Danube. There were no militaiy reasons and 
he thought it would be a cause of perpetual dissension between the two States. 
The possession of an isolated bridgehead had an offensive appearance both 
against Austria and against Hungary^ Politically therefore there was little 

^ Member of the French delegation and chairman of the sub-commi.ssion on the deter- 
mination of frontiers between Austria and Czechoslovakia and between Austria and Hungary. 

" Chief of the European Section in the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and French 
expert on the Commission on Czechoslovak Affairs. 

3 Italian representative (for the frontier between Austria and Czechoslovakia) on the 
committee for the study of the observations of the Austrian delegation on the political 
clauses concerning Europe in the conditions of peace. 

Mr. A. W. Dulles was American representative on the sub-commission on the deter- 
mination of frontiers between Austria and Czechoslovakia and between Au.stria anti Ffungary. 

5 American substitute representative on the Goramission on the International Regime 
of Ports, Waterways and Railways. * See No. 8, minute lo. 
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to recoRiniend the transaction. The Italian delegation would prefer to 
satisfy the Czechs in any other region than this, 

Mr. Lansing asked what Mr. Grespi thought of the other changes sug« 
gested by M. Tardieu. 

M. Grespi said that the Italian delegation thought that it would be best 
to leave the frontier as previously decided, and also that no change should 
be made at Pressburg. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood M. Grespi’s feeling about the posses- 
sion of the bridgehead. Against tliis he would set the consideration that 
nowhere else had a town been cut in two by a national frontier. There was 
an integral part of the town on the right bank of the Danube. If the river 
were taken as a boundary, an economic and social unit would be arbitrarily 
divided— moreover from the main town, the railway station, the electric 
works and the public gardens would be cut off, and a customs barrier would 
be established on the bridge connecting the two parts of the city. 

M. Grespi said that he was told that the portion on the right bank of the 
river was not an integral part of the city but a suburb. 

Mr. Lansing said that the United States had considerable experience of 
divided cities on the Mexican border. This kind of arrangement caused the 
greatest possible friction. He thought it was a mistake to make a river divide 
in two a town, both parts of which had grown up together under one muni- 
cipal authority, and had never been separate. If, therefore, changes were 
to be made in other parts of the frontier, he would be disposed to allow the 
whole of Pressburg on both sides of the river to go to Gzecho-Slovakia. Com- 
pensation could be given to the German population by frontier rectification 
elsewhere. 

M. PiGHON asked whether he was right in believing that Mr. Balfour and 
Mr, Lansing accepted M. Tardieu’s proposal which M. Grespi rejected. 

Mr. Lansing said that he was not quite in agreement on all points. 
M. Tardieu wished to give the railway junction near Gmiind to Czecho- 
slovakia, He did not think this necessary. 

M. Tardieu said that this junction exclusively served Gzecho-Slovak 
interests. Plis proposal withdrew one line entirely from the boundaries of 
Gzecho-Slovakia. He considered, therefore, the retention of this junction as 
economically essential, 

Mr. Lansing said that he was informed that 99 per cent, of the population 
in the Gmiind area was German. He therefore proposed that the historic 
line should be reverted to. 

M. Tardieu said that on the previous day he understood that a com- 
promise was to be sought. His instructions were that if a compromise could 
not be reached, the frontier announced on June 2nd was to be adhered to. 
He would add that according to the Czechs, a good deal of the population 
was Czech though he did not make himself personally responsible for this 
statement. Undoubtedly the majority was of German speech, whether or 
not of Czech origin. Further, the Gzecho-Slovak Government had somehow 
learnt that an alteration of frontier was contemplated and M. Kramarez 
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had, already made a protest. It must be remembered that there was a new 
Government at Prague inclined to seek' a balance between the Allied and 
Associated Powers and German influence. If the compromise lie suggested 
were accepted, the Czechs would no doubt complain. 

Mr. Lansing said that he would like to give Pressburg to the Czechs but 
not without full compensation, namely, the return of the German speaking 
inhabitants around Gmiind. As to the Feldsberg area, with the exception 
of four villages, containing he was told, 4,000 Germans and only 260 Czechs, 
which might without disadvantage be restored to Austria, he was content 
with M. Tardieu’s proposal. In the Gmiind region lie would like to return 
to the historic frontier. He disliked the salient created by the proposal. 

Mr. Balfour said that M. Tardieu’s compromise was like all com- 
promises, open to criticism. Nevertheless, he accepted and supported it as 
the best way out of a difficult situation. In effect the Council w^as taking 
from the Czechs something already officially given to them. The problem 
was therefore, not quite an open one. It involved undoing something already 
done. He thought that if the portion of Pressburg on the right side of the 
Danube be given to the Czechs while the bulk of the German speaking people 
near Feldsberg and near Gmiind were restored to Austria, neither side ought 
to complain. 

Mr. Lansing said that he would prefer to avoid the use of the word ‘bridge- 
head’. He would prefer to say that a suburb of Pressburg was restored to the 
city. The line proposed in Feldsberg with the exception of the four villages 
in the south east of the district, to which he had referred, he would accept. 
In order to obtain agreement he would also accept the line proposed in the 
region of Gmiind. 

M. Tardieu said that he would like to add two remarks. The Com- 
mittee thought that the course of the Morava and Thaia which now became 
a frontier line should be internationalised. The second remark was that the 
railway going south from Pressburg which was attributed to Hungary should 
have a servitude imposed on it ensuring free circulation for the Czecho- 
slovak State. He would suggest that in the Treaty with Austria an addition 
be made to Article 3 1 3 to the following effect : — 

After the first railway mentioned, the second should be : — 

‘from Bratislava (Presbourg) towards Fiume via Hegyeshalom-Csorna,- 
Hegyfalu-Zalaber-Zala Szt Ivan-Mura Keresztur and the branch line 
from Hegyfalu-Szombatheiy and from Mura Keresztur to Pragerliof.’ 
The second as at present mentioned should become the third. 

Similar provision should be made in the Treaty with Hungary regarding 
the railway wliich was to be within the Hungarian boundary. 

(It was decided^ to accept, for the Austrian frontier the coiapro.mise 
proposed by M. Tardieu, subject to a slight modification proposed by 
, Mr. Lansing. 

7 This decision is printed with verbal variation by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., 
p. 467. 


The sKces of territory attributed to Czecho-Slovakia in. excess of the 
former administrative frontier should be reduced in the regions of Gniiind 
and FeMsberg to a minimum by way of compensation for the suburb of 
Pressburg situated on the right bank of the Danube. 

M. Tardieu’s Commission was asked to define the new frontier line and 
to forward it to the Drafting Committee. 

It was further decided that the cost [courses] of the Morava and of the 
Thaia insofar as they became frontier lines should be intern.atioiialised. 

It was also decided to modify Article 313 of the Treaty with Austria by 
the addition after the first railway mentioned of a second 

‘from Bratislava (Pressburg) towards .Fiume via Hegyeshalom-Csorna- 
Hegyfalu-Zalaber-Zala Szt Ivan-Mura Keresztur and the branch line 
from Hegyfalu-Szombathely and from Mura Keresztur to Pragerhof.’ 
The second railway at present mentioned should become the tliircl. 

And to insert a similar provision to article 313 in the treaty with 
Hungary.) 

2 . 

Mote from Commission [Not printed]^ 

on Ports, Waterways 
and Railways, on fron- 
tier stations in Austria 


3. With reference to a letter from the German Delegation of June 25tli (see 
Appendix A), it was for consideration whether an answer 
Answer to German should be sent. 

Delegation tegard- Balfour expressed the opinion that it was undesirable 

mg evacuation of ^ j • ,1 • 

Polish territory answer. His colleagues concurred in this opmionj 

and it was decided that no answer should be sent. 


4. 

Treaty between Prin- [Not printedj^ 

cipal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers and 
Czechoslovakia 

^ After a short discussion it was decided to insert in the Treaty of St. Germain what subse- 
quently became the second paragraph of article 319. 

® Signor Crespi asked that this question be adjourned and h'lr. Lansing agreed as he 
wished to have examined the difterences between this treaty (subsequently .signed ai 
St. Gerniain-en-Layc on September 10, 1919: Treaty Series, 1919, No. 20, Cmd. 479) and 
that with Poland (signed at Versailles on June 28, 1919: Ti-eaty Series, 1919, No. 8, Ckud. 
223). These treaties related to the protection of minorities. (See No. 28, minute 4, & note 6.) 
Signor Crespi then referred to a suggestion made by Baron Sonnino on June 1 7 foi- cesiaiu 
additional clauses of general application relative to the reciprocal relations of loniiories 
formerly part of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy. These draft clauses (Appendi.K E in 
original: not printed) proposed arrangements in such miscellaneous maltens as the bu.siiiess 
and professional interests of persons in such territories, insurance companies, paj-mi.;?.!! or 
family allowances, disposal of archives and records, contracts, return to Italy of certain 
rolling-stock, pensions, railway rates, Adriatic coasting trade and fcshcries, rccox'cry of 
removed v/orks of art, &c. Signor Crespi ‘explained that the proposals were to the effect that 
the political clauses inserted in the Treaty with Austiia should be generalised in such 
a way as to apply to all the New States formed out of fiie former Dual Monarchy’. /\i'tcr 
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5 . (M. Giemeiiceaii entered the room and the members of the Drafting 

Ratification Com™ttee were Summoned.) 
of Treaty Mr. Hurst read the following: — ■ 
by Geimany Ratification by Germany of the Treaty 

of Peace. 

Note for the Supreme Council 

‘Article 6 of the law, dated February loth, 1919, of the German Empire, 
relating to the provisional exercise of the Imperial Power, provides that : — 
“The Affairs of the Empire are conducted by an Imperial President. 
The Imperial President will represent the Empire in international 
matters, will conclude in the name of the Empire Treaties with foreign 
Powers, and will accredit and receive ambassadors. 

“Declaration of war and Treaties of Peace are made in conformity with 
the law of the Empire.” 

‘The instrument of ratification signed by President Ebert, and counter- 
signed by Bauer, President of the Council of Ministers, mention being made 
of the approval of the “legislative bodies”, appears to fulfil the above 
stipulation. 

Tt may be deemed that Article 4 of the same law, dealing with the pre- 
paration of the future constitution of the Empire, lays down that the terri- 
tory of the German States cannot be altered without the consent of those 
States, but this provision appears only to restrict the powers of the National 
Assembly on this subject. 

Tn these circumstances, the instrument of ratification of the Treaty of 
Peace of June 28th, 1919, forwarded by the Government of the German 
Empire, is not in the opinion of the Drafting Committee open to objection, 
but may be regarded as complete, and in due form, from the international 
point of view.’ 

M. Glemengeau said that it followed from this opinion of the Drafting- 
Committee that the blockade on Germany must be raised from the 12th 
of July, in accordance with a letter received by him from the Inter-Allied 
Blockade Committee. (See Appendix G.) 

(It was decided to accept the interpretation given by the Drafting 
Committee, and to terminate the blockade on Germany from the 12th 
July, 1919.) 

6. Mr, Balfour said that in connection with this subject he wished to draw 
Question of the attention of the Council to the fact that a blockade on Russia 
Blockade in had been conducted under the guise of a blockade on Germany. 
the Baltic xiie latter being now removed, it was for consideration whether 
any form of blockade could be continued with the object of preventing 

some discussion it was decided to refer Baron Sonnino’s pi'oposal to the committee for the 
study of the observations of the Austrian delegation on the political clauses concerning 
Europe in the conditions of peace. At this point the experts withdrev/ from the meeting. 
Minute 5 is printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xvi, pp. 487-8. 
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the passage of supplies and arms to the Russian Soviet Government. This 
Government had not been recognised and the Allies vvere not at war with it. 
It did not seem possiblCj therefore, legally to declare a blockade on it. Never- 
theless, it was obviously a serious matter to allow Sweden and other countries 
to furnish Soviet Russia with the means of fighting our friends. He suggested 
this matter be considered and discussed at a very early date. 

(It was decided to put on the agenda for the following meeting the ques- 
tion of the consequences of the termination of the blockade on Germany 
on the unofficial blockade of Russia.) 

7. At this stage M. Misu, M. Vaida-Voevod and M. Plessia. of the Roumanian 
Delegation; M. Pachich and M. Vesnitcli of the Serbian 
Military measures Delegation; and M. Kramarcz and M. Benes of the Gzecho- 
to be taken a^aimt Delegation; Marshal Focii, General Weygandps the 

oJC^mlio-Slmikf Versailles Military Representatives and General Tliwaites 
Serbian, and Ron- entered the room. 

manian Representa- M. PicHON gave the delegates a short account of what had 
tives with Marshal taken place in Council at previous meetings on this subject. 
ham He also read to them the report made by the Military 

App 'ethB Representatives of the Supreme War Council at Versailles 

regarding the military measures to be taken to enforce respect 
for the armistice on Hungary. 

M. Glemenoeau asked Marshal Foch to say what he thought of the 
projected operation. 

Marshal Foch said that the report of the Military Representatives at 
Versailles contained no projected operation. It merely stated what forces 
were available for action. He understood the purpose was to make Hungary 
respect the conditions of the armistice. In the meantime Plungarian forces 
had increased from six to nine divisions, and the success obtained over the 
Czechs had improved the morale of these forces. If Flungary %vas to respect 
the armistice, she must be forced to reduce these troops to six divisions, and 
also to withdraw from certain territories. 84,000 men were said to be avail- 
able for use to effect this. This number was small for the purpose. The main 
contributor to this number was Roumania. Not only was the total not great, 
but there was no cohesion between the various elements contributing to it. 
The Roumanian Army was under Roumanian Command, the Serbian army 
was under Serbian Command, the Czech Army was under a French General, 
and the French troops under French Command. A single Command was 
obviously the first requisite for a successful campaign. Moreover, the prob- 
able length of the operations must be taken into account. It seemed unlikely 
that the desired end could be obtained by one rapid stroke. If this were the 
case the troops above mentioned would require reinforcement. Obviously 
assistance must be looked for in this from the neighbouring states. Before 
making a plan it must be known what these states would do, how much they 
v/oiild contribute, and whether they Would agree to act under one Command. 

n No. 7. « Chief of General Staff to Marshal Foch. 
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The desired results were: — ^first to defeat the Hungarian army, and second 
to occupy Budapest. The first alone was difficult with the forces locally 
available. The second was still more difficult, as Budapest was the central 
fortress of the Hungarian plain. It was a considerable city, and if taken 
v/ould rec£uire a large occupying force. Before embarking on the adventure 
there must first be,., a political understanding between the States taking part 
ill it. Secondly a military understanding. Thirdly, a plan of operations. 

M. Glemengeau asked Marshal Focli whether he required more troops 
than were placed at his disposal. If so, would he name a figure. 

Marshal Fogh said he would have to study the question. The whole 
operation was conditioned, first by the terms of the agreement that might be 
made between the States concerned, and secondly by the probable length of 
the operations. 

M. Glemengeau asked the Roumanian representatives to state the views 
of their Government. 

M, Misu said that the Roumanian Government would certainly take into 
consideration the desires of the Conference. Roumania was greatly interested 
in the condition of Hungary by reason of its neighbourhood. Roumania was 
already bearing a heavy burden and maintaining seven divisions in Hungary. 
Two army corps were forming in Transylvania and were not yet ready. Four 
divisions were maintained on the Russian front, and two more were being 
mobilised with the help of equipment supplied by the Allies. He agreed with 
Marshal Foch that the first requisite was an understanding between the 
Governments concerned. On behalf of the Roumanian Government he felt 
entitled to say that a very willing spirit would be shown. 

M. Glemengeau asked the Serbian representatives to express the views of 
their Government. 

M. Vesnitgh said he entirely agreed with Marshal Foch that a single 
Command was necessary. With this proviso he thought that the forces at 
present available, if assisted with arms and munitions, could achieve success 
without much difficulty. It should also be impressed on the Government at 
Budapest that the Allied and Associated Powers were absolutely at one, and 
seriously intended to have their will respected- This would produce a moral 
effect perhaps even greater than the military effect of the forces employed. 
As to Serbia’s share, he had no instructions from the Serbian Government, 
but he thought he could go so far as to say that Serbia would make her 
contribution and he was prepared to advise his Government to do so. He 
must point out that Serbia herself was threatened at certain points and he 
would ask that, during the campaign, Serbia be guaranteed by the Powers 
against threats from without. He mentioned, for example, that the Bulgarians 
had not yet been disarmed. 

M. Glemengeau asked how many troops Serbia would contribute. 

M. Vesnitgh replied that Serbia would contribute what the Military 
P%.epresentatives at Versailles had asked for, namely, one division. 

M. Pigkon said that he hoped Serbia might contribute more. 

M. Vesnitgh said that perhaps the Serbian Government might see its way 
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to maldng a larger contribution, but he could make no undertaking on its 
behalf. 

M. Glemenceau asked how far he thought the Serbian Government 
would go. 

M. Vesnitgi-i replied that this depended on general circumstances. 

M. Glemenceau observed that an army could not be made of general 
circumstances. 

M. Vesnitch said that the Military Representatives at Versailles had 
considered one division necessary. 

General Belin explained that the report made by the Military Representa- 
tives had merely stated what troops were believed to be available. The figure 
mentioned was not a desideratum but a statement of what was ready for 
immediate use. The report had also stated that the troops locally available 
would require reinforcements. 

M. Glemenceau said that it was evidently desirable to have exact figures. 
Once they were obtained, Marshal Foch could be asked if they were sufficient. 
M, Vesnitch had said that Serbia would contribute a division, but, if so, 
must be protected against the Bulgarians. In other words, what he offered 
with one hand he withdrew with the other. 

M. Vesnitch said that he had declared Serbia’s readiness to help. Never- 
theless, the precarious condition of the country must be taken into account. 
He was prepared to offer the whole of the Serbian Army on condition that, 
while it was away from home, the house should not be burgled. One 
division had been mentioned in the report of the Military Representatives; 
he had understood that they desired one division. Fie now understood from 
General Belin that more, if possible, would be acceptable. It was necessary, 
however, for the Serbian military authorities to judge what could be done 
under the circumstances. The first business of Serbia was to ensure her own 
existence. She was being asked to make an effort in the common cause and 
on her behalf he had expressed her readiness to do her best. M!arshal Foch 
had said that action must be preceded by political agreement between the 
countries concerned, namely, Serbia, Czecho-Slovakia and Roiimania. He 
would like to observe that, as a military action was required and that as, for 
success, it ought to be rapid, a great deal of valuable time would be lost in 
conducting negotiations at Belgrade, Budapest [PBucharest] and Prague. 
He thought it would be best to place the available forces directly under 
Marshal Foch’s command. 

M. Glemenceau asked M. Vesnitch if he could inform the Council of the 
present distribution of the Serbian Army. 

M. Vesnitch gave die following information: — 

1. Tiie Morava division in the Banat. 

2. The Drina division in Batchka and Slavonia. 

3. The Danube division in Croatia and Slovenia. 

4. The Ghoumadia division in Belgrade (one regiment) and on the 

Bulgarian frontier. 
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5- Tlie Timok division in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Dalmatia, and Fiume. 

6. The Yugo-Slav division in the Sandjak, on the Albanian frontier, in 

old Serbia and in Montenegro. 

7. The Vardar Brigade in Macedonia. 

M. Glemengeau then asked the Gzecho-Slovak representatives to state 
the case for their Government. 

M. Kramargz said that the Hungarian situation was undoubtedly a threat 
to Gzecho-Slovakia. His Government did not desire Hungary to have a 
larger army than that allowed to her in the armistice, but the present moment 
whs not propitious for action by Gzecho-Slovakia against Hungary. When 
Gzecho-Slovakia was attacked, the moment was more propitious. At that 
time, Gzecho-Slovakia had mobilised 150,000 men, but munitions and 
equipment were lacking. The Gonference had then imposed an armistice 
between Gzecho-Slovakia and Hungary. The Hungarians had observed this 
armistice and had evacuated Gzecho- Slovakian territory . ^ 3 < What pretext, 
therefore, was there for the Gzechs to attack the Hungarians? The proposal 
now was to demand the reduction of the Hungarian forces to the number 
stipulated, but so far as Gzecho-Slovakia was concerned, the Hungarians had 
fulfilled the conditions of the armistice required of them. He agreed with 
M. Vesnitch that a political agreement between the three States was not 
desirable. The question was one concerning the Entente. It related to the 
armistice negotiated between Hungary and the Allied and Associated Powers. 
No doubt Gzech troops, if employed, would do their duty, but before they 
could be employed the Government at Prague must be consulted. 

M. Glemengeau enc|uired what contribution from Gzecho-Slovakia had 
been suggested in the Versailles report. 

M. Kramargz replied 20,000 men. He did not conceal that Czecho- 
slovakia had more men than this available, but he could not say whether 
the Government at Prague would consent to act. As the Council knew, the 
Government had lately changed. 

Marshal Foch said that he had just received a letter from General Pelle^-^ 
dated 8th July. He read this letter to the Council. (Appendix D.) It 
followed from this letter that Hungary was determined to re-act against fate. 
It would seize its opportunity when the Allied nations had demobilised and 
disarmament had set in. He would like to explain that the preliminary under- 
standing he had referred to was the kind of understanding that could be 
obtained in the Council. He did not suggest that the negotiations be carried 
on in Prague, Bucharest and Belgrade. 

M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Balfour whether any British help could be 
expected. 

Mr. Balfour replied that he had repeated to the British War Cabinet the 
argument he had set forth to the Council. He thought the Powers could not 
submit to a continued breach of the armistice by Hungary, This afiected 

'3 See Appendix D. 

n The French general previously referred to by Marshal Foch as being in command of 
the Czechoslovak army. 
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central Europe and perhaps even the whole of Europe. Unless this were put 
a stop to, there was no hope of peace or of restoring the economic condition 
of central Europe. It was of the utmost importance to act quickly. He 
thought an effort must be made and that all Allied countries must contribute. 
A decision on this subject was one of a very momentous character. Up to 
the present time, he had received no answer from the British W ar Cabinet. 
He did not know whether General Thwaites had received any answer from 
the War Office. 

General Thwaites said that he had received no answer. 

M. Grespi said that he had telegraphed to Rome in the same sense as 
Mr. Balfour. He thought all were agreed in regarding the question as one 
of European importance. He had so far received no answer. The question, 
however, was being considered. Italy was passing through a critical time. 
Demobilisation had proceeded even further than he had stated on the 
previous day. Grespi handed to M. Glemenceau a paper on this subject 
— Appendix E.)is Italy was threatened by her own Bolsheviks, A general 
strike was possible if Italy acted against the Bolsheviks, whether in Russia 
or elsewhere. He expected M. Tittoni to be back in Paris on the following 
Sunday.’'*’ He would then be able to make a statement on the subject. 

M. Glemenceau said that the result of the discussion did not appear to 
furnish Marshal Foch with a very coherent force. 

Marshal Foch said that, if the military resurrection of Hungary was to 
be prevented, action should be rapid. If ail the Governments co-operated, 
he thought success could be achieved. 

M. Benes said that one precaution must be taken if a campaign against 
Hungary were started. When the Magyars had attacked Gzecho-Slovakia, 
it was found that there was considerable Austrian connivance with the 
Hungarians. It would be necessary to take all precautions that Austria did 
not hamper the military action undertaken by the Allies. 

M. Glemenceau said that, to sum up, there appeared to be six Roumanian 
divisions, two French, one Serbian and a doubtful quantity of Czecho- 
slovaks. 

M. Benes said there were troops in Gzecho-Slovakia, but a scarcity of 
equipment. He was therefore not prepared to state a figure. 

M. Glemenceau said that he would be glad to know what contribution 
Great Britain would make. Perhaps Mr. Balfour would be able to state this 
on the following day. 

Mr. Balfour said that he hoped this might be so. There were no British 
troops at present on the spot. 

M. Glemenceau said the question was whether any could be sent. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not know. 

M. Glemenceau asked Marshal Foch whether he could act on this 
information. 

Marshal Foch replied that preparations could be made, ilfter discover- 
ing what each could contribute and the dates on which the contributions 
Not appended to the original. Jaly 13, igig. 
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could be made, he thought that he would be able in a fortnight to elaborate 
the first outlines of a plan. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that Marshal Foch should give a sketch of the 
plan of operations in a week, in order that the matter should be kept before 
the Goiincirs attention. 

Marshal Foch said that, if he were to do this, he must be authorised 
to treat with the Governments concerned and to find out from them what 
they could undertake to supply and at what period they could fulfil their 
undertakings. 

M. Kramargz said that he did not know whether his Government would 
contribute to the operations, but should it do so he must ask that action be 
taken at Vienna, in order that munitions and arms stored there be delivered 
to Gzecho-Siovakia. 

M. Glemengeau replied that this point should be explained to Marshal 
Foch. 

(It was agreed that Marshal Foch after consulting the authorities of the 
countries concerned, should formulate the plan of operations and report 
progress to the Council in a week’s time.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

July II, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 9 

GERMAN PEACE DELEGATION, VERSAILLES, 2gth Juue, igig. 
W.G.P. 1125.] No. 122. 

Mr. Pi'esident, 

The Imperial Minister of Foreign Affairs has instructed me to communicate the 
following to you. 

‘The German Government is informed that among the oriental teriitories that 
Germany must cede in accordance with the Peace Treaty as well as among the 
administrations and minor military authorities there, doubt exists and wrong 
views are held as to the time when this cession must take place. In ol der to avoid 
misunderstandings and disagreeable incidents, and in the interests of the tw’O 
parties, it seems necessary to inform the interested circles immediately that the 
Treaty of Peace will not come into force as soon as it is signed, but only at the time 
stated in the different Glauses of the Treaty, and until then, the actual state of 
affairs are [.«'c] still in force. As to that which concerns the territories situated 
within the line of demarcation, all that is necessary has been done on the German 
side. The Allied and Associated Powers are requested, without delay, to take 
coiTcsponding measures in connection wdth the territories situated beyond this 
line.’ 

Accept, Mr. President, &c. 

Von Haniel. 

To His Excellency, 

Monsieur Glemenceau, 

President of the Peace Conference. 





Appendix G to No. 9 


Republiq,ue Franqaise 

Ministere des Affaires etrangeres 

PARIS, le II juillet igig . 

Note pour le Conseil Supreme des Chefs de Goiwernement 
Levee du Blocus. 

Les delegues allids et associes du blocus ayant pris connaissance de la note de la 
Delegation allernande du 10 juillet relative a la ratification du Traite de Paix et 
demandant la levee immediate du Blocus, 

Estiment : 

que si cette communication est consid^ee par le Conseil Supreme des Chefs de 
Gouvernement comme la notification officielle ‘de la ratification reguliere et 
complete’ envisagee dans la lettre adressee le 27 juin a la delegation allernande par 
le President de la Conference de la Paix 

le Blocus de F Allemagne pourra etre leve des le 1 2 juillet. 

Ils demandent si cette opinion est partagee par le Conseil des Chefs de Gou- 
vernements. Ministre et par autorisation 

Le Gonseiller d’Ambassade, Sous-Directeur des Relations Gommer dales. 

Appendix D to No. 9 

Le General Pell^, Prague, le 8 juillet, igig. 

A Monsieur le President du Conseil 
Ministre de la Guerre, 

(E.M.A.) Paris. 

Comme j’ai eu Fhonneur de vous en rendre compte, les troupes hongroises out 
evacue avant le 4 juillet au soir, terme fixe, le territoire de la Republique TchecO" 
Slovaque jusqu’a la fi'ontiere determinee par le radiogramme du President de la 
Conference de la Paix du 13 juin. Une zone neutre de quatre kins. — deux kms. 
de part et d’autre de la frontide — a ete etablie. 

Quel que soit le motif exact qui ait impose a I’armee hongroise cette retraite, 
il y a lieu de craindre que la trd'e qui en resulte ne soit que mornentancie. 

Malgre les difficult^ de la situation interieure le Gouvernement hongrois 
continue de pousser les armemeiits. 

Au cours du recent repli, de nombreux officiers fran^ais, anglais, americains se 
sont trouves en contact avec les troupes magyares. Ils ont pu converser avec des 
fonctionnaires civils et militaires de tout grade de Fancien regime, servant le 
Gouvernement bolchevique, avec des chefs du mouvement bolcheviqiie de Buda- 
pest, avec des hommes du peuple, ouvriers transformes en chefs de bande ou en 
commandants de regiment. 

Tous ces officiers apportent le meme temoignage. Ils n’ont rencontre aucun 
hongrois qui ne paraisse decide a lutter jusqu’au bout, pour retablir son pays dans 
ses anciennes frontieres, tout au moins pour reconquerir la Slovaquie. Les Hon- 
grois ciiitives, en particulier les officiers de Fancienne armee, s’efforgaient de don- 
ner a ces etr angers une haute idee de la discipline et de la valeur de leurs troupes; 
ils s’attachaient en meme temps a leur prouver le Men fonde des revendications 
nationaies. Les Bolcheviques de tout rang ne se reyelaient pas moins fanatique- 
ment plus brutalement Faffirmation [«c] de leurs droits et ne reculaient devant 
aucun moyen violent de magyarisatiori. 



Le peiiple hongi^ois a confiance dans Tavenir. Dans quelqim rnois les armies de 
V Entente aiiront demobilise et les forces militaires hongroises seront an point : Ic sort de la 
Slovaquie sera vile regie. 

Mais comme je Tai montre deja dans ma note du ii juin, la frontiere tracee a 
ia Tcheco-Slovaquie par la Conference de la Paix comme [? donne] aux Hongrois 
tons les avantages strategicjues ; elle est pour I’armee tcheco-slovaque indefendable, 
ou plus exactement le seui moyen de ia defendre serait prevenir si possible I’ennemi 
et de pi'endre I’initiative des operations. 

La situation deviendrait plus facheuse encore si les hongrois, maitres de 
Vienne, entouraient la Slovaquie Occidentale sur trois cotes. 

Si le bolchevisme s’implante et se developpe en Hongrie, a la favour de la tole- 
rance dont ii a joui jusqu’a present de ia part de I’Entente, il ne saurait tarder 
beaucoup a s’emparer de Vienne, d’ou il menacera Fltalie et la Suisse ou 
rejoindra la Baviere. 

Si le bolchevisme de Buda-Pest cMe la place a un gouvernement moins 
ennemi de Fordre social, mais egalement domine par le courant nationaliste, la 
guerre reprendra dans F Europe Gentrale sous une autre forme, mais toujours 
centre nos interets vitaux. 

Aujourd’hui, comme hier, une intervention militaire de FEntente, centre la 
Hongrie, m’apparait d’une necessite ineluctable. A defaut d’autre motif, la 
violation manifeste par I’Etat Hongrois des conditions de desarmement fixees par 
la convention d’armistice, legitime cette intervention. L’effort a accomplir sera 
plus couteux demain qu’il ne Feut ete il y a quelques semaines ; il sera davantage 
encore s’il est de nouveau differe. 

PelliS. 


No. m 

H. D. 6.] ffotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d'Orsof, Paris, on Saturday, 

July 12, igig, at j.go p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Plon. Henry White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: The Rt. Plon. A. J. Balfour; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 
France: M. Glemenceau, M. Piclion. 

Italy: M. Grespi; secretary, M, Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Secretary-General: M. Dutasta. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Colonel U. S. Grant. British Empire: 

Lieut.-Gommdr. Bell. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 
Interpreter : Prof P, J, Mantoux. 

(At this point M. Gambon^ entered the room.) 

I, M, Glemenceau said that the Council had before them a proposal of 

Teschen effect that the Polish and Gzecho- Slovak Govern- 

ments should be given lo days to arrive at an understanding between 

themselves on the Teschen question. He requested M. Gambon to explain 
his point of view. 

^ M. Jules Gambon was a French Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Conference and 
Chairman of the Commissions on Czechoslovak and on Polish Affairs. 
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M/Gambon said that the Tesclien question had been much discussed: no 
particular solution had been accepted; for it was hoped that MM. Paderewski^ 
and Benes would be able to come to an understanding. They had not been 
able to do so, with the result that conflict continued in the area in question. 
It was therefore necessary to arrive at some solution and he thought that 
Mr. Lansing’s proposal was a good one. 

(After some discussion it was decided to accept Mr. Lansing’s proposal 
and to grant a period of 10 days to the Governments of Poland and Caecho- 
Slovakia to arrive at an agreement between themselves on the qiiestioii 
of Tesclien.) 

2. M. Glemenceau said that Mr. Lansing had submitted a proposal to the 
effect that the Orava question should be referred to the Polish and 
Gzeclio-Siovak Committees, in order that they might correct the 
frontier previously adopted, in a manner which should conform 
to the ethnographical data on the subject. He dierefore asked the experts 
to accept the ethnographical frontier and asked M. Gambon for his opinion. 

M. Gambon said that the Gzecho-SIovak Committee had examined the 
question with care : the Committee in question had decided to grant Orava 
to Gzeclio-Slovakia as a compensation. At present the populations aflbeted 
were stated to be dissatisfied and Mr. Lansing had asked for a re-examination 
of the question. 

Mr. Whites said that two peasants had visited President Wilson on the 
28th June and that they had spoken to him on behalf of 50,000 inhabitants 
of the region in question. 

M. Gambon thought that the two committees might meet and submit a 
new proposal. 

Mr. Balfour said that President Wilson desired strongly that the c^uestioii 
should be examined afresh. 

M. Glemenceau said that the question should be referred to the com- 
mittees, which should be asked to make a new examination of the question, 
without being bound by any obligation to return to the etlniograpliical 
frontier line. 

(It was therefore decided that the question of the frontier beiwccij Poland 
and Czecho-SIovalda should be referred to the Polish and Czecho-Slovak 
Committees for examination and report.) 

; (At this point M. Gambon withdrew.) 

3. M. Glemenceau said that the Council had to look into the dlcct upon 
the Russian blockade of the termination of the bloduide of 

Mtockaae or 

Russk 

Mr. Balfour said that whilst he recognised how lirgent and 
important the q[uestion was, he had found' that it raised poiuis oi such 

" k'L Paderewski was Polish Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign .Mlhirs. 

3 Commissioner Plenipotcntiar^^ ofthe United States at the Peace Conferr'nc**, Afr. Vfki.ito 
temporarily replaced Mr. Lansing on the Supreme Council after the latierks deparane rrcjm 
Paris on July 12, 1919. 
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difficulty that lie would be grateful if the Council would put off the dis- 
cussion to its next meeting. 

(Mr. Balfour’s proposal was agreed to.) 


4. 

Questmi of [Not printed] ^ 

Tientsin 

5. M, Glemengeau stated that he was obliged to submit to the Council a 

document which had been communicated officially by the 
A document Serbian delegation (see Appendix A^) . It had been found in 
tytkfstrdkui KNgenfurt in the office of the Senior Officer of the district. The 
Government document seemed to show that the Austrians had been informed 
of the movements of the Serbian army by the indiscretion of the 
I tali an aiithori ties . 

(It was decided to communicate the document to the various delegations 
for their scrutiny.) 

After discussion ‘it was decided to nominate a special committee to examine the Italian 
demand that a clause which should cede to Italy the Austrian concession in Tientsin should 
be introduced into the Peace Treaty with Austria. The American delegation accepted the 
proposal whilst making a resei'vation that it would not be bound by the findings of the 
committee appointed.’ 

M. Clemenceau had sponsored the proposal to appoint this committee. Mr. White had 
objected but ultimately ‘stated that he agreed to the nomination of a committee, but that 
he would be opposed to its decisions. The United States had renounced all claims to any 
concession and was, moreover, opposed to concessions in principle. He could not, therefore, 
recognise the necessity of nominating any coimnittee.’ Mr. Balfour stated ‘that he did not 
see what good would come of it in view of the /Mnerican right of veto. The work of the 
committee would be without effect, but if it could give any satisfaction to the Italian 
delegation, he w'ould not be opposed to the nomination of the coiTirnittee.’ 
s Not printed. This document was headed: 

‘Service dcs Reriseignernenfs. Copie 

Succui'salc Villach cachete-confidentiel 

Renseignenicnt No. 2O1 confidentiel 
S.H.S. — Situation 

^\u Biu'cau de renseignements du Commandant 
provincial autricliien-allemand 

d Klagenfurth. 

Villach^ k sg mat tgigd 

This i'Cj jort ga\'e detailed infoi’rnation, supplied by agent Kl. 19, as to the dispositions of 
Yugoslav units in the Wurzen-Krainburg-Radmarmsdorf area. The report concluded: 

'■pareiUe information est expedice au bureau de renseignements a Klagenfurth et a rofficier 
de renseignements italien a Paris, Tenente Parenti, 

‘Lieutenant Parenti. rnande: Une division serbe est arrivee a midi a Eiscnkappel. Aprtts la 
prise lie cettc localite, la division s’est partagee en deux parties, dont une brigade a prls la 
clireeiiou vers Kiilinsdorf; la seconde brigade ceile vers Vellach [sic]. L’ennemi possede 
bcaucoup d’artillerie. Les effectifs de toutes les troupes ennemies se trouvant au front 
cariiuliien sont ovalues a 20 jusqu’a 25,000 hommes. Les foi’ces miiitaires italiennes peuvent 
etre ]jrctfc;s a marcher en 5 heures. Les deux formations sont expcdices par telephone au 
Bureau de Renst.-ignements h Klagenfurth le 20 mai 1919. 

‘Pricre dc vouioir bien controler la veracity des iriformations fournies par Kl. 19 et de 
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6. M. Glemenceau produced a document addressed to him directly by 
Bela Kuii. 

Mreltvs message Mantoux then read it aloud (see Appendix B) , 

f)om e a \im Balfour Stated that it seemed to him that the Council 

was in a very difficult position with regard to the document in question. It 
should be remembered that the Allied and Associated Powers had approached 
Hungary with a view to making that country withdraw its troops from 
Czecho-Slovalda on the condition that an analogous order should be imposed 
upon Roumania. Hungary had accepted and had withdrawn its troops. 
Roumania had not obeyed the order. M, Bratiano had said in a private 
conversation with him that it would be impossible for Roumania to witli- 
draw her troops before Plungary had disarmed. The argument was strong. 
Roumania was threatened by Russian Bolshevism on its eastern frontier and 
by Hungarian Bolshevism on its western frontier. Up to the present time 
the country had managed to hold its own, owdng to the fact that on the 
Hungarian side, it w^as protected by the line of the Theiss which could easily 
be defended. The Roumanians stated that if they w^ere to abandon this 
line and attempt to defend themselves further back, they would have no 
guarantee against an attack from Bela Kim which, if made, would make it 
difficult for Roumania to defend herself. Altliougii M. Bratiano had not made 
a precise statement to that effect, he had given the impression that if H ungary 
had disarmed according to the conditions of the Armistice, Roumania would 
carry out the wishes of the Allies and would retire to the line which liad 
been laid down. M. Bratiano had further explained that Plungary by with- 
drawing its forces from Gzecho-Slovakia had not lessened the danger to 
Roumania, which was on the contrai'y more than e\x;;r menaced by the 
Hungarian movement. 

faire coiinaitre la hauteur de la remuueration a payer a celui-ci qui jusqu’a present if a pas 
etc paye. 

Capst.-mne Rimitz. m.p. 

DMachement Hezersko. 0 . Mo. 243. 

‘Au commandant de la division de la Drave, je donne counaissance dc i’iufoniiation 
ci-dessus faite par les espions ennemis sur nos forces et nos positions. C'.eUe {ni-ce I’ut 
trouvee le 8 juin dans une table de ia maison dans laquelle se Irouvait le bureau du (.‘:ozn-- 
mandant provincial a Klagenfurth. 

Klageniurtli U‘ 1 f juin irjiq. 

Le Cominandant 

Colonel Dobr. 'AlfLENKovii m.p. 

Gopie verifiee par Lieutenant-Colonel 
Signature illisible.’ 

Appendix A also contained translations of covering notes transmitting coj>ics oidhr docu.. 
meat in que.stion. In one of these notes, dated July 4, 1919, from thtz C ;hirf oi" tia- ( ienm-.d 
StaQ' of the Serbian Army to General Pruneau, head of the French XliliUny Mission ui 
Belgrade, it was stated that ‘the Serbian Headcpiarters Staff has been Infornieii on sev! ; ;i! 
occasions that the Italian military authorities were giving the Arntriaiss inforniaiion ajujti 
die positions of our army, and upon the movements of our troop.s in Slovenia, and ( 

... 1 beg that you will a-sk the General Commaiider-in-Chief to cause thf.- itaiian Mix icn 
to be withdrawn from Ljoubliana.’ 
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M. Glemengeau said that he supposed that Bela Kun’s ready obedience 
to the orders he had received could be explained in this way. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought the Roumanians would be justified in 
not withdrawing their army so long as the Hungarians were not prevented 
from reinforcing, theirs and from manufacturing munitions and war materials. 

M. Glemengeau said that he proposed that Mr. Balfour should prepare 
a reply. 

M. Grespi said that new facts had to be taken into consideration, which 
had occurred since the withdrawal of the Hungarian troops. Massacres and 
looting subversive of human rights had taken place. The Italian representa- 
tive, who was President of the Interallied Armistice Commission, had formally 
protested to the Government of Bela Kun and had been able to prevent 
certain executions. 

Mr. Balfour proposed that a reply should be given to the effect that no 
discussion could be undertaken with Bela Kun so long as he did not comply 
with the Armistice conditions. 

M. PiCHON said that the Italian representative had evidently done every- 
thing within his power. He drew the attention of the Council to a telegram 
received by him (see Annex C^). 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought that Mr, Balfour’s proposal was the best. 
(It was therefore decided to send the following telegram in reply to the 
wireless telegraphic message sent by Bela Kim to M. Clemenceau : — 

‘ The Peace Conference cannot discuss any matter with you whilst you 
do not cany out the conditions of the Armistice.’) 


6J M. Glemengeau asked whether M. Grespi had the report on this subject 
asked for by the Conference, 

\ifModam^ report in c|iiestion would be ready 

during the afternoon. T’iie examination that had been made 
showed that the trains had not been held up at Modane except for a few 
hours on account of customs formalities, 

M, Glemengeau said that he would examine the report. 


7. M. Grespi said that he wished to draw the attention of the Council to the 
following note on the subject of the actions of the Greeks in Asia 
^ido\7mor Annex [Appendix] D. 

M, Glemengeau said that even though the Greeks had passed 
the lines of demarcation laid down, they were none the less in the country 
with the authorisation of the Peace Conference, and this could not be pleaded 
for the Italians, who, in spite of our wishes and of our decisions, had occupied 

Not printed. The undated telegram summarized in this appendix .stated that there was 
rising indignation in Budapest against ‘the judicial sentences passed after llie la.sl; anti- 
Bolshevist movement’; these included eleven death sentences. The message also stated that 
a Hungarian note had been sent to Vienna demanding satisfaction for accusations made 
in Viennese newspapers against the Hungarian Government. The Austrian ivlinister for 
Foreign Affairs had replied that it was impossible for him to act as rcc[uested and M, Bela 
Kun was asked to recall M. Czobel, the Hungarian Minister in Vienna. 

^ In error for 7. 
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f:lH' frraiiTry.-'^ In a full Conference, at which M. Orlando and M. Somiino 
vcrc |n-cu:rit, Italy had been asked to withdraw her troops. She had not 
done so. [f ifje Greeks had acted in the manner described in the note, it was 
rc.14iTUal.sir, Init how could they be blamed for it? He therefore proposed 
tiiul Tvfr. Iks Hour should send a despatch to the British Commodore on the 
spot, iiistiiR iiiig him to report on the situation. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would do so; but was the Commodore to confine 
liis enquiry to the actions of the Greeks in the region in question, without 
taUn.'; noic of tiiC aciions of the Italians? 

M. Ci.E.tiEXCEAU said that what the Italians had done was well-known. 
I'lic luiihn f srccs were in the region in violation of a formal decision of the 
(Conference. M. Orlando and M. Sonnino had taken no notice of the requests 
made t-j rhem, iior of the decisions made. Together with Mr, Balfour, he had 
.sent a jncinra'anduni to M, Tittoni, to which a reply had just been received. 
It had been agj'ccd tliat the Italians .should send no more troops into the 
regions in cjuc.Siion, and in spite of this, three thousand more had been sent, 
lie Llicrefore proposed that an enquiry should be made by the British Gom- 
modore, but he did not see how he could place any blame upon the Greeks. 

M. Crespi said that M. Tittoni would soon be back, and that lie, personally, 
did not wish to enter into the discussion, more particularly as a memorandum 
had been sent. He would confine himself to saying that the Italian Govern- 
ment thought that it possessed rights over the region in question by virtue 
of Article g of the Treaty of London.^ He none the less thanked the Council 
for the proposal for an enquiry, which he agreed to. 

(It was decided that Sir. Balfour should direct the British Commodore in 
commancl 011 the Coast of Asia Minor to send in a report on the subject of 
the incidents that had occurred between the Greeks and Italians in the 
region in question.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 12, igig. 

s On May 6, 1919, in the absence of any Italian representative from the Supreme 
Council (Council of Four), President Wilson, Mr. Lloyd George, and M. Clemenceau, 
having re,gard to information which suggested to them the likelihood of a landing of Italian 
forces at Smyrna, agreed that Greek forces might be authorized to land there. The Supreme 
Council, in the absence of an Italian representative, consulted with M. Veriizelos concerning 
the operation on May 7, 10, and ii. In accordance with a decision taken during these 
discussions, Signor Orlando, at a meeting of the Supreme Council on May 1 2, ^va.s informed 
of the intended landing of Greek forces and small Allied detachments at Smyrna. Signor 
Orlando agreed to this operation in principle and it was decided that an Italian detachment 
should participate. On the same day, as subsequently, representations were made to Signor 
Orlando in the Supreme Council concerning independent Italian landings elsewhei'e in Asia 
Minor, which had been made without prior consultation v/ith the other Allied Powers. Signor 
Orlando was unable to obtain from the other members of the Supreme Council retrospective 
agreement to these Italian landings. 

The text of the secret Treaty of London of April 26, 1915, is printed in Cmd. 671 of 
1920. Article 9 of this treaty ran ; 

‘Generally speaking, France, Great Britain and Russia recognise that Italy is interested 
in tire balance of power in the Mediterranean and that, in the event of die total or partial 
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Appendix B to No. io 


Wireless from Budapest. 

SSS No. I2I from Budapest W.840 11/7 at 21.15. 

To: — M. Giemenceau, 

President: of the Peace GonferencCj 
Paris. 

Mr. President. In your dispatch of 13th June you assured me that as soon as 
our troops had evacuated the territories ceded to the Republic of Gzecho-Slovakia, 
and had retired behind the frontiers assigned to the federated socialist republic of 
tlungary. the Roumanian ti'oops would make an analogous movement of evacua- 
tion, and would retire behind the frontiers laid down in great detail in your note. 
In the reply which I then gave, as well as in the dispatch which I sent subsequently, 
I stated that the federated socialist republic of Hungary w'as desirous of showing 
how anxious it was to avoid any useless bloodshed, and would therefbre agree to 
your demand. And that I have kept my word has been proved by facts. At the 
same time I took the liberty of requesting that you would give us the necessary 
guarantees that the Roumanian troops should carry out the orders of the Allied 
and Associated Powers. I was also of the same opinion as you, when you stated 
that frontier lines acquired by force of arms could not be held. As I did not receive 
the guarantees, I stated in my last dispatch, that I accepted as a personal guarantee, 
or assurance, that the Roumanian troops would evacuate the regions to the East 
of the Theiss, which were completely devastated. You have doubtless been 
informed, Mr. President, that our troops broke off the fighting in which they had 
become engaged with the troops of the Czecho-Slovak Republic by the action of 
these latter. On the 24th June our troops occupied the lines which marked the 
neutral zone established by General Pelle. The Roumanian troops should, there- 
fore, have conformed to the orders and instructions issued by the Allied and 
Associated Powers, contained in your dispatch of the 13th June; they should have 
retired behind the lines laid dorvri, thereby giving some evidence of a desire for 
peace on their part and of a wish to accede to your desires in the matter of frontiers 
acciuired by force of arms. In spite of your promise the Roumanian troops have 
made no movement of withdrawal, but, subsequently to the Qqth June, have made 
several violent attacks more particularly at Tiszaluc ; these attacks were beaten off 
with serious loss by the Red Army, However much we may regret the shedding 
of blood, we consider it to be a duty imposed on us by your very word, to prevent 
the Roumanian troops from re-opening such conflicts, in defiance of the formal 
instructions of the Allied and Associated Powers. We do not wish to dilate on the 
exactions and the bad conduct which characterise the daily doings of the Rou- 
manian troops. On this point it will be sufficient to tell you, Mr. President, that 

partition of Turkey in Asia, she ought to obtain a just share of the Mediterranean region 
adjacent to the province of Adalia, where Italy has already acquired rights and interests 
which formed the subject of an Italo-British convention. The zone which shall eventually 
be allotted to Italy shall be delimited, at the proper time, due account being t.aken of the 
existing interests of France and Great Britain. 

‘The interests of Italy shall also be taken into consideration in the event of the territorial 
integrity of the Turkish Empire being maintained and of alterations being made in the 
zones of interest of the Powers. 

‘If France, Great Britain and Russia occupy any territories in Turkey in A.sia during 
the course of the war, the Mediterranean region bordering on the province of Adalia 
within the limits indicated above shall be reserved to Italy, who shall be entitled to occupy it. ’ 
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iJir (hv^isiruionf; of General Hindenburg in the invaded departments of Northern 
i iaiicr arc peifect oases when compared to the conditions brought about by the 
savagery of the Roumanian troops in the economic life of the countries that they 
Ik(\'c occupf'd. Ailo^v me to ask you, Mr. President, whether your word, and the 
'^•ugageni.'uis of the Allied and A.ssociated Powers ai'e sufficient to cause the 
Rouiiiania/i troops to retire behind the frontiers assigned to them in your dispatch 
of I 'pii We believe that you have means of preventing unnecessary shedding 

of blood even though you address your instructions to persons whose desire for 
|ieace has not been proved so strongly as the wishes of the federated socialist repub- 
lic of Hungary, which, after conducting a series of successful engagements, was 
willing to cause all useless shedding of blood to cease. 

With regard to the republic of Gzecho-Slovakia we beg you, Mr. President, to 
make* your v'/ishes and those of the Allied and Associated Powers effective in the 
matter of the hostile attitude taken up by the Roumanian troops. The federated 
socialist republic of Hungaiy bi’ought about a cessation to the hostilities opened 
up b\' tlic Republic of Gzecho-Slovakia despite the fact that the Hungarian troops 
were successful. We beg that you will repeat your instructions of the 13th June 
and make the wishes of the Allied and Associated Powers respected. It is only in 
this way that the federated socialist republic will be able to justify its conciliatory 
attitude in the eyes of its supporters, by having accepted the guarantees given in 
your declaration. I hope that the Allied and Associated Powers will be able to 
impose respect for their wishes, and maintain their prestige in the eyes of the 
Roumanian troops. 

Budapest, nth July. 

Bela Kun 

Commissary for Foreign Affairs. 

Appendix D to No. 10 

Memorandum dated July 12, igig 

It is known that the Greeks were obliged by the Turks to evacuate Aidin on the 
ist July, but they tvere able to reoccupy it on the 5th. After this date they have 
continued to advance to the south of the line laid down by the Council of Four, 
at its meeting of the 19th May (Ajassoluk-Aidin). 

It should be noted that the Council of Four laid down that the Greeks should 
not be allowed to occupy any territory outside the Sandjak of Smyrna and the 
Kaza of Aivali without being authorised to do so by the Senior Naval Officer, that 
is to say, by the British Commodore. It follows, that, as the Commodore opposed 
the re-occupation of Aidin by the Gi'eeks with a view to avoiding] useless blood- 
shed, it was only right that he should have been obeyed. But on the otlier hand, 
as we have said, the Greeks had not only re-occupied Aidin but have gone to a 
distance of 20 to 25 kilometres to the south of the line laid down ; in consequence 
of this, they have been brought face to face with the Italian troops, on whose 
patrols they have fired. The Greek aeroplanes have directed machine-gun fire 
against the. Italian troops marching from Giroba towards the Meander; wffiilst the 
Greek artillery has fired on the Italian positions. In view of these considerations 
the British Commodore has uselessly ordered the Greek Commissioner to respect 
his orders, which are, that the Greek troops should immediately withdraw to the 
north of the Aidin railway. It would seem that orders have come from Paris, at 
the same lime, telling the Greek Commissioner at Smyrna to re-occupy Aidin, in 
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spite of the contrary orders given by the British Commodore, \vho, on several 
occasions, has given evidence of his indignation at the disregard of his instructions. 
I have therefore the honour to demand that the Supreme Council shall gT'se it to 
be understood to the Greek Delegation that the orders of the Britisli Gonmiodorr. 
are to be respected. 


No, 11 


H. D. 7.J Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in Ad. PichoFs Room at the Qiiai dHrsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 
July jj, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S'.A.: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr, L. Plarrison, 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., ATP.; secretary, 
Air. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, Gapt, de St, Quentin. 
Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Alatsui; secretary, AT. Kawai. 

Joint Segicetariat: U.S.A.: Lieut, Burden. British Empire: Capt. E, 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier, Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 
Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 


I. M. Clemenceau said that he had received a communication from Bela 
Kun, which was a reply to that sent him on behalf of the 
with^BelaKun according to the decision taken on July 12th. (See 

H. D. 6t Minute 5T) 

M. Mantoux read the communication from Bela Kun. (Appendix A.) 

M. Clemenceau expressed the opinion that Bela Kun had right on his 
side. He had been told that, if his troops evacuated Czecho-Siovalda, the 
Roumanians would be ordered to evacuate the part of Hungary they had 
invaded, but they had not done so. ATr, Balfour had since informed the 
Council that the Roumanians could not safely carry out the order. It was a 
pity this point of view had not been explained before the order was made. 
Nevertheless, whatever reasons the Roumanians might allege, if the Con- 
ference did not order them to withdraw and could not enforce the order, 
the Council would be in a bad position, 

Mr. Balfour admitted there was force in M. Glemenceau’s remarks. He 
believed that the Council of Four would not have taken the decision it took 
on June 12th, to arrange an Armistice involving the withdrawal of the 
Roumanians, had they known that the Hungarians were breaking trie most 
essential terms of the original Armistice. This had not been known until 
both President Wilson and Mr. Lloyd George had left Paris. M, Clemenceau 
had not been aware of it, as he had expressed doubt when the matter was 
first brought to his notice. No doubt the Council was in an unsatisfactory 
position, but it would be in a worse if it were to order the Roumanians to 
withdraw. M. Bratianq, in his farewell visit, had expressed himself very 
firmly and concisely. He said that the Powers had no authority to demand 
^ No. 10. 2 In error for minute 6 . 
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of Roiimania a retreat which they could not protect. Unless the Powers 
could guarantee the safe withdrawal of the Roumanian troops and the secure 
holding of another line of defence against a superior enemy, it v/ould be 
unfair to enforce the demand on Roumania. According to the military 
advice he had received, in view of the increase of the Hungarian army, 
Roumanian national existence might be at stake if this were clone. In his 
communication, Bela Kun alleged breaches of the Armistice by the Czecho- 
slovaks and by the Roumanians. It was the business of the military authorities 
to see that the Armistice was carried out. He thought that the military 
authorities had not treated the politicians very well, as they had not kept 
them informed of the breaches of the Armistice wdiether by one side or by 
the other. He would, therefore, propose to send Bela Kun’s letter to Marshal 
Foch before any reply was made, and to ask the latter for a report regarding 
the w'ay in which both the Hungarians and our own Allies had respected or 
broken the Armistice. He thought it might be possible to reply that, when the 
Council h ad addressed Bela Kmi in June, it was not aware that Hungary was 
breaking the Armisdee in doubling her army. If, however, the Hungarians 
now*' agreed to respect the terras of the Armistice, the Council would obtain 
the withdrawal of the Roumanians. It might further be stated that the 
frontier between Hungary and Roumania had already been fixed by the 
Peace Conference and that no amount of local fighting would alter this 
decision to Hungary’s advantage or detriment. He wished to draw attention 
to a communication he had had from General Greenland, ^ to the effect that 
the Hungarian population on the eastern side of the Theiss were greatly 
alarmed at the prospect of the Roumanians withdrawing, lest they be left 
thereby to the tender mercies of Bela Kun. 

(It was decided to refer the communicatioii received from Bela Kun to 
Marshal Foch for a fall report on the observances and non-observances of 
the original Armistice Conditions by all parties concerned.) 

2. At M. Clemenceau’s request, M. Mantoux read a lengthy document 
Armistice on (Appendix B), which it was decided should be circulated and 
Esthonian Front discussed at a future meeting, 

3. The Council had before it a Joint Note by the Allied Blockade Committee 
Question of and the Eastern Blockade Committee (w. c. p. 1133) and a Note 
Blockade in by the British Delegation (w. c. p. 1133 a). (Both of these docu- 
the Baltic nieiits are contained in Appendix G.) 

(At this point, Sir W. Mitchell Thomson, ^ Mr. Wa.terlow,s Captain 
Fuller, M. Seydoux^ and Mr. J. F. Dulles entered the room.) 

3 Tiic reference is uncertain but it appears probable that Greenland may be a mistake 
for Greenly. General Greenly was Head of the British Military Mission in Roumania. 

■ ^ A British representative on the Supreme Economic Council. 

s Member of the British Delegation on the Supreme Economic Council, 

Head of the Naval Section of the British Delegation. 

7 Chief of tire Blockade Section in the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and a French 
representative on the Supreme Economic Council. 
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M. Glemengeau said that the Council was considerably embarrassed in 
dealing with this question. He read paragraph 7 of the Joint Note. 

M. Seydoux said that the question had been raised by the Supreme 
Economic Goimcil, which had received in reply a communication of tlie 
decision taken on June 17 th by the Council of Four, in the following terms: 

‘After the acceptance of the Conditions of Peace by Germany, measures 
are not still to be taken to prevent commodities from reaching Bolshevist 
Russia or Flungary, On the recommendation of the Supreme Econo- 
mic Council it was approved that there should be an abstinence from 
any positive measures or public announcement indicating the resumption 
of such trade. The Supreme Economic Council is asked, however, to 
examine whether, consistently with this decision, means could be found for 
preventing war material from being carried by sea from Germany to 
Bolshevist Russia.’ 

This decision was communicated by Sir Maurice Hankey in a letter to 
Mr. McCormick.^ (Appendix D.®) 

Sweden had now opened the question and it was necessary to find some 
solution. The solution suggested was contained in the terms of the last clause 
of paragraph 7 of the Joint Note. This applied only to the Baltic. In the 
Black Sea, the position was less acute. There were few countries anxious or 
able to import much into Russia. In Petrograd, however, the situation was 
critical. It was but a few hours’ steam from Stockholm and Copenhagen. 
The means suggested were, he admitted, opportunist methods, based on 
the fact that naval hostilities were taking place in the Baltic. It might be 
possible without declaring a blockade, which was legally impossible, to 
proceed on the ground of these hostilities to enforce an embargo which 
should only be raised at the discretion of the Allied Powers, There was, 
however, another way out. The Allied and Associated Powers had offered 
help to Admiral Koltchak on certain terms. If this help was to be given to 
him, it must be given at all points. If neutrals were to be allowed to furnish 
supplies to the Bolsheviks whom he was fighting, Allied assistance elsewhere 
would be neutralised. The neutrals might therefore be told that the Allied 
and Associated Powers would consider it an unfriendly act on their part 
should they send supplies to Bolsheviks. This could now be stated with more 
confidence since help had been promised to Admiral Koltchak, He suggested 
that the Gouncii adopted one or other of the two plans proposed. 

Mr. Balfour said that M. Seydoux’s statement was very clear. The 
question was an extremely embarrassing one. The Gouncii was being 
hampered at eveiy turn by difficult questions of international law, both in 

^ Representative of the United States for blockade on the Supreme Economic Council 
and, at the time of Sir M. Hankey ’s communication (dated June 17, 1919), Chairman of 
the Gouncii by rotation. 

® Not printed. In Sir M. Hankey’s communication of the above-quoted decision of the 
Council of Four the word ‘not’ in the first sentence was underlined, also the words ‘an 
abstinence from any positive measures’ and ‘public announcement indicating the resump- 
tion of sucli’ in the second sentence. 



in r.cw Stales and to unrecognised or de facto Governments. There 
v'crc i,-,vo areas lo be considered, first the gulf of to [jfr] Finland, and second 
tlic Black Sea. The White Sea was already provided for. Trade with the 
Baidu'. States of Fiidand, Latvia etc., need cause no concern because trade 
viiki diciu -'Aould not lead to the percolation into Soviet Russia of any arms 
or e.rrnauinlion. Of the two doors into Soviet Russia, one would be closed 
bv i<’c et ihc end of November. Until that date, the means of stopping trade 
n-OiV: |);.!ssing ihrough it which had been suggested amounted to this — that 
neutral Stale.s be informed that the i\llied and Associated Powers w^ere not 
meki.ng a La'inal blockade on Soviet Russia; but, seeing that active hostilities 
were in progress in the Gulf of Finland, they must insist on the right of turn- 
ing back trading vessels from the zone of operations. The waters in question 
were mined, nnd operations must for success be provided with secrecy. He 
did not suggest tliat trading vessels should be subject to capture, sunk or 
proceeded against in Prize Courts; only that they should be sent back to 
their port of origin. This course was no doubt open to objection, but less so, 
he thought, than any other, and it seemed the best that could be done to 
carry out the policy laid down by the Council of Four. As to the Black 
Sea, he understood there was a proposal to recognise a blockade to be 
declared by Koltchak and Denekin. These methods he would be inclined 
to accept. 

M. Glemengeau said that as temporary expedients the proposals put forth 
by M. Seydoux might be adopted, 

M. Seydoux said it must be clearly understood that no legal right could 
be appealed to. In order to endow Koltchak and Denekin with some powers 
to enforce the blockade, he suggested that they might be supplied with a 
destroyer or two by the Allied Powers. 

M. Tittoni said that the proposals were expedients, but as he could see 
no better, he would accept them. 

Mr, White said that all that had been suggested amounted to a pacific 
blockade. The American Government was extremely sensitive regarding 
matters of this kind. Without special instructions he would hesitate to accept 
any proposal tending to stop traffic on the High Seas in time of Peace, 

Mr. Balfour said that in his view, what was proposed was not quite a 
pacific blockade. The regime in the Gulf of Finland was not peace. Even 
though it might not legally be war, active hostilities were being waged. As 
the Soviet Government had not been recognised these hosdlities could not 
lawfully be considered war; since it appeared that war could only be waged 
against a recognised Government. The military operations going on had an 
object accepted by all the Allied and Associated Governments, namely, to 
preserve the small border Republics which had sprung up in the north-west 
of Russia. Commerce, therefore, should not be allowed to interfere with 
these operations. He thought the suggestion made in the last paragraph 
of the addendum by the British Delegation to the Joint Note might be 
adopted. 

M. Tittoni observed that the Powers could not escape the anomaly of 
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assisting Koltcliak in one quarter, and allowing his enemies to be assisted 
ill another. 

M. GlexMengeau observed that President Wilson had offered his help to 
Koltchak, 

Mr. White said that he was willing to send a cable message to Washington, 
explaining the views of his colleagues, but he could not accept them without 
reference to his Government. Theoretically there was peace with Russia. 
He would ask whether he might join in the proposal before the Council 
which he understood his Colleagues all accepted. 

Mr. Balfour said that he fully understood Mr. White’s position, but 
the question addressed to the British Government by the Swedes had to be 
answered. He did not know how long the answer could be postponed, 

M. Clemengeau suggested that Mr. White inform the Council of the 
views of his Government within two days, 

Mr. Dulles said that it would be necessary to explain to President Wilson 
why the question ivas re-opened. At the time when the Council of Four had 
made its decision, it was well aware that the present situation was bound to 
come about. The c|uestion had been considered first in the Blockade Council, 
then in the Supreme Economic Council, and lastly, in the Council of the 
Heads of Governments. No aspect of the situation, therefore, had been lost 
sight of and the very contingency now being discussed was that in view when 
Sir Maurice Hankey sent his note to the Supreme Economic Council. It 
would, therefore, be necessary to inform President Wilson of whatever new 
circumstance might exist which justified the re-opening of the question. 

Mr. Balfour said that it was no doubt quite accurate to say that the 
Council of the Heads of Governments had decided that nothing could be 
done, and it was doubtless reasonable to say that President Wilson must be 
informed of the reason why the present Council desired a different decision. 
He would point out that, in the decision of the Council of Four, Flungary 
was coupled with Russia. Nevertheless, a blockade on Hungary had been 
imposed. At the time of the letter, there was some hope that Petrograd would 
fall; this would have removed all necessity for a blockade. It might, further, 
be pointed out that the Soviet Government was conducting active hostilities 
against the small Baltic States, Should the Powers not protect the latter, 
the Soviet Government could land troops in the rear of their forces and 
destroy them. Hence it was necessary for the Powers to maintain maritime 
control of the Baltic, This could not be done without active operations, as 
the Soviet had ships and shewed fight. It was impossible to carry on naval 
operations in narrow waters and to allow merchant shipping to go through 
with food and arms. The removal of the blockade was, therefore, incon- 
sistent with the conduct of the policy unanimously favoured by the Powers, 
Mr. Dulles observed that the blockade on Hungary was maintained 
because the Powers were still at war with Hungary. They had never been 
at war with Russia. 

(It was agreed that Mr. Dulles should draft a telegram to he sent in the 
name of the Council to President Wilson, explaining the reasons for maiu- 

91 



iainlri'^ in ike Baltic and tke Black Sea an embargo on merchant siiipping 
9 radiiig wilii Soviet Russia. 

Ir w;i.s furl her agreed that the subject sboiild again be put on the agenda 
■ oil liie I'Ttlj histaut.) 

4, 

Rnuyoii of printed]^" 

Treaties qf Rfjg 

ry. 'fjic Council had before it the report of the Military Representatives at 
Versailles. (Appendix E.) 

Allied oj - i j. ^ ■, -i . . n r 

Ofciipation in (At this point, the Mihtary Representatives and their Cliiets oi 

Siksla fhrins the Staff, entered the room.) 

PkhiscHs Balfour said that he had read the report. The only 

difFiCulty he found was in finding 13,000 men. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had none to offer. He counted on Mr. Balfour. 
Mr. Balfour said he had none to offer, tie counted on General Bliss. 
General Bliss said that it was not beyond the limits of possibility that 
Allied troops might be entirely dispensed with. The Inter- Allied Commis- 
sion which was to conduct the plebiscite, was to spend six months studying 
the country. It would be able to report whether order could be maintained 
without armed forces. It had been provided that there should be neither 
German nor Polish troops in the area. He suggested, therefore, that the 
Commission, together with its staff, -whicii would be numerous, should go to 
the country and report later whether it required an Allied force or not. 

Mr. Balfour quoted paragraph ‘D’ of the general considerations set forth 
in the report and pointed out that it seemed to have been the intention that 
the Commission should have an Allied force until local police could be 
organised. If, however. General Bliss considered that the risk of doing with- 
out an Allied force could be taken, he would not insist on a pedantic adherence 
to the original intention. 

Gener.\l Bliss said that the plebiscite was not to take place until six 
months after the coming into force of the Treaty. This would give the 
Commission plenty of time to find out whether an armed force could or 
could not be dispensed with. 

M. Glemengeau asked what would happen should the Commission find 
that they required troops. 

Mr. Balfour drew attention to the provision excluding any particii3ation 
of the Germans in the forces of occupation. He asked whether this should 
be held to apply to police forces. 

General Bliss thought that it did not apply to police forces. 

Mr. Balfour asked when the Commission w'-as to proceed to Silesia. .He 
also asked whether members had been nominated. 

Mr. White said that he understood the Commission was to proceed to 
It was agreed that at 10.30 a.m. on July 29, 1919, there should be held at the Quai 
d’Orsay the first meeting of the commission, charged with the revision of the treaties of 1839 
which had made the independence and neutrality of Belgium the subject of interiiationai 
guarantee. (Cf. British and Foreign State Papers^ voL xxvii, p. 990 f.) 
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Silesia 15 days after the coming into force of the Treaty, As to nomination, 
so far as the United States were concerned, no American member could be 
appointed until the American Senate had ratified the Treaty. 

M, Glemengeau said that he was informed that the Commission to 
supervise the execution of the clauses of the Treaty had examined this 
C|uestioii and that it could furnish a report at the next meeting. 

(The question was therefore postponed till the following day.) 

6. The Goiincii had before it a Report from the Military Representatives 
of the Supreme War Council. (Appendix E,^^) 

M, Glemengeau observed that in spite of the platonic 
recommendations of the Military Representatives, it appeared 
from the footnote that Italy would contribute one battalion, 
Great Britain 40 men, America none, while France had in 
the area two divisions, two-thirds of which he proposed to 
demobilise. The only way out of the difEculty that he could think of was to 
ask the Italians who were on good terms with the Bulgarians to stand surety 
for their good behaviour. 

M. Tittoni said that he was not aware of any special intimacy between 
Italy and Bulgaria. 

M. Glemengeau said he could show M. Tittoni evidence to that effect. 
He made no complaint, in fact he would be glad if Italian policy could 
produce in Bulgaria the results desired by the Conference. The only end in 
view was to make the Bulgarians behave peacefully towards the Greeks. 

M. Tittoni said that Italian policy was to conform with the policy of 
the Allies. 

M. Glemengeau said that he had dreamt that Italy was inaugurating a 
new policy, and was now seeking to make friends with her neighbours in the 
Adriatic, applying in case of misunderstanding to her Allies for arbitration, 
which would be most willingly undertaken. 

M. Tittoni said that he was quite willing to conform with M. Glemenceaifs 
dream. 

M. Glemengeau said that if an agreement between the Bulgarians and the 
Greeks could be arranged through Italy it would be a great service to the 
Allied cause. The Bulgarians and [?had] been summoned to be in Paris on 
the 25th, There remained only ten days. If in this period M. Tittoni could 
give the Allies a foretaste of the new policy, the situation on the arrival of 
the Bulgarians would be much easier. 

M. Tittoni said he would be very pleased to do his best. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that M. Tittoni should have private conversa- 
tions on behalf of the Council with M. Venizelos. 

Mr. Balfour asked to what extent disarmament had proceeded in Bulgaria, 

“ This reference was apparently confused with the previous reference to appendix E in 
minalc 5. No report from the military representatives on the occupation of Bulgaria is 
appended to the original. The report in question was evidently presented in accordance 
with the decision of the Supreme Council recorded in No. 7, minute 12. 


Occupation of Bul- 
garia by Great 
Britain^ France 
and Italy in equal 
proportions 
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1\1. C:lemen-ceau said that he thought the situation unsatisfactory. He 
liid noi diink [hat General Franciiet d’Esperey had controlled events very 
sia'cc^sfullv accoi'ding to the instructions given him. He had the impression 
that tlie hiilgarians jneaiit to resort to force should they be dissatisfied with 
ihc-ii- new frcio ders. He was ashing General Franciiet d’Esperey’s opinion 
on Bulgaria and its present condition from the military point of view. If, 
mcanwliile, M. I’ittoni would have a talk with M. Venizelos, good results 
might, be obtained. 

B.\lfour said that he presumed that M. Tittoni’s conversation with M. 
Venizelos wotild be on the basis of what had been decided at the Conference. 

M. Glemenceau said that it must undoubtedly be on the basis that the 
Entente wa.s victoiious, and that Bulgaria had been defeated. 

M, 'r[TTo>n asked that he might be supplied with the requisite information 
by his colleagues. 

Mr. Balfour enquired whether the intention was that M. Tittoni should 
discuss frontiers with M. V enizelos. 

M. Glemenceau said he suggested no plan whatever. He left the whole 
matter to M. Tittoni’s ingenuity. He had heard among other things that 
Greece thought of giving Bulgaria a share in the port of Kavalla. If so this 
was a good beginning which deserved encouragement. 

(M. Tittoni agreed to engage in conversation with M. Venizelos, and report 
the results obtained daily to the Council. 

It was further decided that General Franciiet d’Esperey should furnish 
as soon as possible all available information regarding the military situa- 
tion of Bulgaria.) 

7. The Council had before it a report from the Military Representatives 
of the Supreme War Council. (Appendix F.) 

Assistance to Glemengeau asked General Belin what the conclusion of 

upland in the was. 

area ceded by GENERAL Belin said that it was proposed that the Frontier 
Germany Delimitation Commission should begin to function at once 
instead of waiting for the time appointed, namely, 15 days after 
the coming into force of the Treaty. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not think there was any authority to set 
the Commission at work before its time. This could only be done by agree- 
ment with the Germans. Should they refuse the Council could do nothing. 
It was important not to exceed Treaty rights. In this connection he wished 
to inform the Council that the Germans had approached him with a request 
for permission to occupy Frankfurt with troops by reason of disturbances 
expected tlicre. On the strength of the Treaty he had refused this request. 
It was therefore hardly possible to ask Germany for favours. Fie suggested 
that the report expected from the Commission to supervise the execution 
of the Treaty be awaited. 

(It was therefore decided to postpone the consideration of this question 
till the following day, when the report of the Commission to Supervise 
the Execution of the Treaty would be heard.) 
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8. M. Glemengeau said he wished to read a despatch he had^ received from 
Action of the General Franchet d'Esperey. (Appendix G.) 

Italians M. Tittoni said he would immediately make an enquiry into 

tn Bulgaria the allegations made in this despatch. 

9. M. Glemengeau caused a letter from M. Venizeios to be read. (See 

Appendix H.) 

M. Tittoni said that he denied in a most formal manner the 
concerning^ allegations made in this letter. Greek troops were refusing to 
Asia-Minor obey the orders of the British Admiral on the ground that they 
were receiving direct instructions from the Peace Conference 
sent to them by M. Venizeios. It would be necessary for the Conference to 
settle this matter. The British Admiral’s powers would have to be increased. 
The Italian Commander was in complete accord with the British Commodore 
at Smyrna. He had. himself summoned General Bongiovanni and given him 
personal instructions that no further Italian troops should be landed, and 
that no new localities should be occupied. He was, moreover, to act only in 
concert with the British Admiral. It was necessary to enforce a similar line 
of conduct on the Greeks. The Turks at present believed that they were 
being invaded by the Greeks, and that they must fight them. The Greeks 
must conform to a common plan, and must realise that they formed part of 
the forces of the Allied Powers. The Greeks must therefore first halt on their 
present positions. 

Mr.. Balfour suggested that M. Venizeios be asked to attend the Council 
in order to give a frank explanation of what was going on. He would like to 
ask the Military Experts what they thought of the allegation made in the 
letter read by M. Glemenceau that there were 300,000 well-armed Turkish 
troops in the field. The British Military Experts were of opinion that this was 
far from the mark. 

General Belin replied that he thought that these figures [?were] very 
much exaggerated. He agreed that there were perhaps some 60,000 men in 
all Anatolia, 

(It was agreed that M. Venizeios should he invited to attend the Council 
on the following day to discuss the situation in Asia-Minor.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July J5, 1919. 

Appendix A to No. i i 

Radio de Budapesth. 

A Monsieur le President de la Conference de la Paix, Paris. 

En reponse a notre radiotelegramme du ii juillet, la Conference de la Paix, au 
lieu d’ordonner ia retraite aux troupes roumanes, vient de nous adresser im 
telegramme disant que d’apres la non-observation de notre part de la convention 
d’armistice, on ne saurait, pour le moment, traiter avec nous. Nous aurions airne 
a voir les faits precis par lesquels la convention d’armistice fut violee de notre part. 
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Nous q-ironvons d'autant plus de plaisir a voir preciser ces faits, qu’a notre regret, 
i.iuus sornnics eii mesure de relever tout de suite toute une serie de violations de la 
d’armistice comniises par les Gouvernements des Etats Allies et 
Ajjsoden et eu premier lieu, par ceiix du Royaume de Roumanie et de la Republi- 
cs ue Tclteco-Slovaque. Nous nous contentons de denoter tout brievement le fait 
fiue les troupes i-oyales i’oumaines continuent toujours a occuper la ligne de la 
'tisza, hien oue, aux termes de ia convention militaire du 13 novembre, la ligne 
cle demarcation serait celle du fleuve Maros. 

Des regions entieres ont ete devastees, tons les moyens mobiles de production, 
cle rnenie que toutes les productions alimentaires enlevees. La convention militaire 
du 1 3 novembre ne connait pas la ligne du Danube en tant que ligne de demarca- 
tion, ce qui n’empeche pas cependant les troupes tcheco-slovacpies d’occuper la 
ligne du Danube. La Rousska-Kraina, partie federative de la Republique des 
Conseils de Hongrie, se trouve sous la domination de la force arriiee tcheque et 
romnaine. Nous rappelons a la Gonfa'ence de la Paix que les troupes de la 
.Republique Tcheco-SIovaque s’etaient deja avancees, contrairement a la conven- 
tion d’armistice, jusqu’au siid de Miskolcz, lorsque nos troupes, pour defendre les 
interets vitaux du pays, ont pris a leur tour I’offensive, en refoulant victorieusement 
les troupes tcheco-slovaques. Nous avons, nonobstant, retire nos troupes du 
territoire repris des tcheco-slovaques en nous appuyant sur la promesse de Mon- 
sieur Giemenceau qifen ce cas, les troupes royales hongroises [,nV] se retireront a 
leur tour sur ia ligne fixee par la Conference de ia Paix dans son telegrarnme du 
13 juiliet [juin] adresse au Gouvernement des Conseils Hongrois. .11 pent etre 
clairement demontre que la violation des stipulations de Farmistice et le renonce- 
ment a Feffusion de sang eurent lieu en dehors de notre volonte. Ge sont les 
troupes tcheco-slovaques et roumaines qui passerent la ligne de demarcation et 
tout ce qui est arrive apres est la consequence directe de cette offensive. Les pays 
precites n’ont pas respecte et ne respectent pas a present non plus, le traite d’armis- 
tice conclu au norn des fitats Allies et Associes, qu’iis violent a tout moment A ce 
point qu’a cause de leur attitude contraire aux principes du droit des gens, ce 
traits peut etre considere comme non-existant. 

Ayant constate tout c.e qui precMe, nous sonimes forcds de poser encore une fois 
la question a ia Conference de la Paix, si I’ordre de Monsieur C 16 nenceau, comme 
President de la Conference de la Paix, est obligatoire ou non pour les troupes 
du Gouvernement royal roumain. Doivent-elles executer Pordre de Alonsieur 
Clemenceau de se retirer de la Tisza sur la ligne designee dans le telegrarnme 
du 13 juiliet [juin]? Pouvons-nous compter sur ce que la promesse de Alonsieur 
Giemenceau va etre remplie par les troupes royales roumaines? Nous faisons 
remarquer a la Conference de la Paix qu’il ne s’agit pas dans Faspect cle negocia- 
tions mais de Fobservation de la promesse de Monsieur Giemenceau, ou plutot de 
Fexecution de Fordre de ia Confei'ence de la Paix de la part des ti-oupes royales 
roumaines. 

Le Gouvernement de la Republique des Conseils de Hongrie, ayant fait tout son 
possible pour que les stipulations de Farmistice soient executees dans le sens cle la 
Convention militaire du 13 novembre, rien ne s’oppose a des negociations uit(.b'i“ 
cures, II desire, cependant, en se basant sur la promesse de Adonsieur Giemenceau, 
que Fordre soit clonne aux troupes royales roumaines de commencer sans dclai 
Fevaciiation des territoires designes dans le tdegramme du 13 juin. 

. ■ Bela Kun ' '' 

Gommissaire du Peuple aux Affaires Etrangeres. 
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Appendix B to No. i i 

Rapport du g juillet igig de notre Attache Militaire du Parquet^ d Stockholm, stir les 
conditions de rarmistice conclu sur le front esthonieid^ 

Charge par missions alliees de ti'aiter armistice entre belligerants sur le front 
estlionieoj je me suis . . Riga juillet. Ai examine d’abord conditions . . 
Von der Goitz puis ai traverse lignes allemandes et esthoniennes seul avec deux 
soldats aliemaiids porteurs drapeaux blancs et drapeau tricolore bombardement 
et tir fusils et mitrailleuses esthoniens au depart j’ai ete tres mal recu par Esthoniens 
et Chefs divers, sauf General Peder. J’ai du faire appel toute mon eiiergie pour 
parvenir au but malgre mauvais vouloir et grossierete. Peder me dit etre etonne 
que j’aie pu parvenir jusqu’a lui. Ges conditions d’armistice d’abord ti'es dures ont 
pu etre fortement adoucies mais ils ont refuse de transiger sur question occupation 
de Riga (douteux) par troupes esthoniennes. 

J’etais muni cles pleins pouvoirs des missions alliees et de Von der Goitz pour 
signer armistice mais j’estimai ne pas pouvoir le faire sur ces bases sans nouvelle 
consultation. Je parvins vers ligne allemande matin 2 juillet j’ai subi 2 bornbarde- 
ments allemands en cours de route, mais cesserent le feu cpiand apergurent 
drapeau blanc. J’ai demande Von der Goitz croLx de Fer pour deux soldats 
allemands qui m’ont accompagne et se conduisirent bravement. Mon intervention 
sur le front esthonien produit grande impression a Riga bombarde par Esthoniens 
I et 2 juillet. Victimes dans population civile, destructions et incendies; le 2 
juillet soir reunion sur le front allemand et [? a] ferme Strassdenhof 12 kilometres 
est de Riga des representants missions alliees, Esthoniens, Allemands, Landwelir, 
troupes lettonnes pour conclusion armistice cpu fut signe 3 juillet, 3 heures 1/2 du 
matin. 

Glauses: 1° — Cessation des hostilites terre, mer, air 3 juillet midi. 

2° — Troupes allemandes retirees de Letton[i]e aussitot c^ue possible en accord 
avec traite de paix. Aucun mouvement en avant des troupes allemandes sauf 
centre bolchevicks de republkiue russe soviet, en accord avec traite de paix. 

3° — Officiers et troupes allemandes quitteront sur le champ de Riga [5a;] et 
faubourg, evacuation a terminer pour 5 juillet 1 8 heures sauf officiers et troupes 
necessaires a evacuation et garde des depots allemands. 

4° — Officiers allies assureront que depots non-niilitaires restent sur place. 

f — Landeswehr cjuittera pont Riga et faubourg et se retirera derriere Duna; 
evacuation a terminer pour 5 juillet i8 heures. 

6° — Esthoniens sur positions occupees 3 juillet a 3 heures du matin. 

7° — Allemands retabliront communications libres par route, voie ferree, 
telegraphe entre Riga et Libau. 

8" — Mission alliee assure temporairement administration Riga tivec Gou- 
vernement Letton. 

9® — Disposition de detail a regler sous Direction Chef Mission Alliee. Armi- 
stice bien execute jusque 5 juillet soir oii Allemands et Landwelir ont evacue 
completement la ville et faubourgs. 

Ai quitte Riga 6 juillet pour rentrer Libau par vapeur americain. Ordre parfait 
a Riga, population soulagee, troupes lettonnes assure [nt] ordre service et garde de la 
ville, police municipale entree en fonctions municipal idem {sic) Ministere Ulmanis 

Gf, Voi. Ill of this series. ” The text here is uncertain. 
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LiL'an poni' Riga le Sjuiilet matin sur navire Saratow Mission anglaise pour 
Riga 7 j'liiHersoi’-. Mission francaise partira des que avis sera envoye. Goiicentra- 
lino eii Lettonie constitue danger actuellement car efFectifs sont importants, 
iM\itaiilc!iient par assure et difficile. Dans ces conditions danger que les Russes 
fasten! pillage el tournent au bolchevisme: embarquement des troupes aliemandes 
a IJij.'ui cuijRitucra danger pour ia securite de la ville qui est parfaitement calme 
dcpui^ ..ileiiiruKls [.f/c], 11 y a lieu en tout cas les amener au dernier moment 
cia.us port de guerre et completement leur interdire acces de la ville. 
13t sordrcs sont a craindre causes par troupes aliemandes. li y a lieu de prescrire 
(■•'■acic-uon des ddlemands au sud et a i’ouest Mitau ou grande concentration 
M>u.suiuf acuicilement danger pour Riga et Gouvernement national. On park 
dc conspiration ourdie a Mitau par Allemands et parti Nedra. 

Parq,uet. 


Appendix C to No. i i 
Document i 

w. c. p. 1 133.] Trade with Bolshevik Russia 

Rote, for Supreme Council of Principal Allied and Associated States 

The Allied Blockade Committee and the Comite de Blocus de i’Orient, Paris, 
who are charged by the Supreme Blockade Council with the executive control of 
Blockade, find it necessary to call the urgent attention of the Supreme Council to 
the question of commerce with Bolshevist Russia. 

2. The Committees venture to recall to the Council that on June 7th a Note was 
presented by the Blockade Council to the Council of Four pointing out that it had 
in fact been possible during the Blockade of Germany to maintain, as part of such 
Blockade, effective restrictions upon commerce with Bolshevist Russia, either by 
means of agreements with neutral States or by the actual exercise of naval control; 
but that with the raising of the German Blockade, it would be difficult to continue 
to apply such restrictions to Bolshevist Russia, unless measures were directly framed 
towards that end. They therefore enquired whether the Council of Four desired 
that upon the raising of the Blockade of Germany: 

{a) A formal blockade of Bolshevist Russia[n] ports in the Baltic and Black Sea 
should be proclaimed by the Allies, or 

{b) That negotiations should be entered into with the neutrals to secure the 
maintenance of guarantees against re-export to Bolshevist Russia. 

3. I’he Council of Four replied on June 17th that they did not desire that either 
{a) or {b) should be adopted, but that no further announcement should be made as 
to the possibility of trade with Bolshevist Russia, and that they trusted that in fact 
the physical difficulties in the way of commerce would prevent its resumption. 

4. The Committees were in hopes that, as regards the Baltic and the Black Sea, 
whicli are the two zones of difficulty, the question might have been rendered more 
simple by the events which seemed at tlie time quite likely to occur before the 
raising of the German Blockade. These events were {a) the fall of Petrograd, and 
(b) the Proclamation by Admiral Koltchak of a blockade of the Bolshevist ports in 
the Black Sea, and the recognition of such a blockade as effective. The occurrence 

98 



of f'itlier of these events would have gone far to solve the difficulty in the respective 

5. li lias no^^•, however, become apparent that neither event is likely to antedate 
the raising oi’ the German Blockade, and the Committees respectfully point out 

in !hesc i ircumstances absence of a definite policy will place the executive 
aij.-Llioritics in an impossible position. Already enquiries are being made — not only 
hy Aiiir;d nationals, but also by neutrals, such as Sweden and Denmark, as to the 
treatment likely to be given to goods shipped to destinations in Bolshevist Russia— 
and. upon the raising of the German Blockade (which is now probal^Iy only a 
matter of days, if not of hours) the executive authorities must be enabled to reply 
to such encjuiries. 

6. The Committees therefore respectfully, but very earnestly, beg for an 
immediate statement as to the pleasure of the Supreme Economic Council upon 
the following enquiries: — 

7. Upon the raising of the Blockade of Germany: 

(a) Are the nationals of the Allied States to be free to trade with Bolshevist 
Russia? 

(/j) If not, are neutrals to be free to conduct such trade? 

(c) If (a) and (Fj are answered in the negative, how'’ are the contemplated 
restrictions to be enfoi’ced? 

(ei) In particular, having regard to the naval hostilities W'hich are actually 
occurring at this moment, especially in the Gulf of Finland, it is [?is it] 
still regarded as undesirable for the Allies to proclaim a local blockade of 
the Neva ports. 

Document 2 

w. G. p. 1133 A.] Trade with Bolshevist Russia 

Addendum by British Delegation to Joint Note on Russian Blockade by Allied 
Blockade Committee and Eastern Blockade Committee 

1. The methods hitherto used to prevent commodities from reaching Bolshevist 
Russia included every weapon known to the Blockade. They may l^e summarised 
as: — 

{a) Physical, e.g. control at Constantinople by Allied Naval Command Avho 
refuse permits for vessels to proceed to Black Sea ports in the occupation 
of Bolshevists and enforce their conti’ol through patrols : 
and {b) Conventional, e.g. agreements with neutral governments, under which 
these governments agreed to add Bolshevist Russia to the destinations 
to which export w^as prohibited under their agreements tvith the .4sso- 
ciated Powders. These agreements will terminate with the raising of the 
German Blockade tomorrow. 

2. Two possible courses were suggested to the Council of Four on the 7th June. 

(i) To proclaim a Formal Blockade of all Bolshevist Russia, thus regularising 

the continued exercise of physical control. 

(ii) To invite the neutral governments to enter into special arrangements to 

retain their prohibitions against export to Bolshevist Ru.ssia after the 
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ft'injinaiifMi of the main agreements upon the raising of the German 
Bior.kade, thus securing the retention of conventional control. 

Both proposals were rejected by the Council of Four on the 17th June. 

It is now suggested for consideration that a physical control might be at least 
adopted riH regands the Gulf of Finland, where active hostilities exist at present, and 
that this might be regularised by a notification by the Allies that under existing 
eireumslances traffic "into and out of ports in the Gulf of Finland can only be 
cond acted under permit from the Allied Naval Command there. 

W, Mitchell-Thomson. 

Paris, nth July 1919- 


Appendix E to No. i i 

Supreme War Goungil, Military Representatives. 

s. w. G. 440 (77 M. R.)] Report on the Composition and Size of the Army of Occupa- 
tion in the Plebiscite Area of Upper Silesia 

On June 25 th f ahth], the Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
decided to ask the Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council at 
Versailles to examine the following question ; — 

‘Composition and size of the Army of Occupation in the Plebiscite Area of 
Upper Silesia, and the method of occupation of this Area.’ 

General Considerations 

The Area in question is defined by Article 88 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany. 

On the other hand, by the terms of the annexure which was made to that 
Article : — 

(a) The German troops and authorities must evacuate the area submitted for 
a Plebiscite after the coming into force of the Treaty and wnthin a maxi- 
mum period of 15 days (para. i). 

(/J This Area shall be occupied by troops of the Allied and Associated Powers. 
(Para. 2.) 

(r) The Plebiscite Area shall be immediately placed under the authority of an 
International Commission composed of 4 members to be appointed by 
the United States of America, France, the British Empire and Italy. 
(Para. 2.) 

{d) It shall be the duty of the Commission to maintain order with the help of 
troops to be placed at its disposal and, to the extent which it shall consider 
necessary, of a police force to be recruited from the native inhabitants of 
the country. (Para. 3,) 

Character of the Forces of Occupatmi 

From the terms of the Treaty, which it seemed useful to recall above, it results 
that any participation of the Germans in the forces of occupation is excluded. 

It is equally indispensable not to admit any Polish units, if there is not to be 
a danger of the result of the plebiscite, losing its character of sincerity which is 
e.ssentiaL 
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Size of the Forces of Occupation 

111 fixing their strength, consideration must be taken of the following particu- 
lars : — 

(i) The population of the plebiscite area is estimated at about 1,632,000 
inhabitants (of which 570,000 are Germans and 1,062,000 Poles). 

{2) There are present in this area two elements in the population of such 
difierent mentality and tendencies that they will only accept the new 
condition of affairs with reluctance. This may provoke serious trouble if 
the forces available do not allow of all necessary measures being taken 
in time. 

(3) This situation will assuredly continue up to the day of the plebiscite; it is 

even possible that it will tend to increase as the date approaches for taking 
the vote which is to definitely decide the future of the country. 

(4) The existing local police, composed mostly of Germans, would not seem to 

offer any guarantee of impartiality, however, at the present time or dur- 
ing any of the period preceding the plebiscite; consequently, this police 
should be probably disbanded as soon as possible, and reconstituted and 
increased. 

(5) The territory in question includes important industrial centres in which the 

total population attains 450,000 and which can easily become centres of 
disturbances. 

(6) Serious social movements have already arisen in this country; Councils of 

Workmen and Soldiers have been set up, which the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany has ordered to be dissolved (ParagrapJi i of the Annexure of 
Article 88 of the Treaty). 


Consequently, the Military Representatives are agreed in considering that an 
armed force of i Division (about 13,000 men) is, at least for the time being, 
indispensable to guarantee the maintenance of oixler and ensure the authority of 
the Inter-Allied Commission. 

It will be for the President of the Intemational Commission to propose either 
a reduction of this force or their repatriation as soon as the creation and increase 
of the police force and gendarmerie, organised on the spot, .shall permit. 


G.al Belin. 


Military 
Representative, 
French Section, 
Supreme War 
Council, ' 


C, Sackville- 
West, Major- 
General. 

Military 
Representative, 
British Section, 
Supreme War 
Council, 


Ugo 

Cavallero. 

Military 
Representative, 
Italian Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Stanley D. 

Embick. 

for 

Military 
Representa tive, 
American Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Given at Versailles the 10th July, igig. 
Certified to be a true copy of the original document. 

C. L. Wicks (Gapt.) 

Versailles, Secretaiy, 

loth July, 1919. British Section, 

Supreme War Council. 
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Appendix F to No. i i' 

Supreme War Council, Military Representatives. 

s. w. G. A.^4. (79 M. R.j] Report on the Help to be given to Poland in the Event of 
Trouble in the Area ceded by Germany 

In two Resolutions, dated June 26th and 27th, 1919, the Supreme Council of the 
Allied and Associated Powers charged the Military Representatives of the Supreme 
War Council at Versailles: — 

(1) To enquire how the Poles could best be assisted to establish their authority 

in the area ceded by Germany to Poland, in the event of trouble arising 
in that area; 

(2) To determine: — ■ 

(a) The needs of the Polish Army in equipment and supplies ; 

(/)) The means of satisfying these needs; 

(c) From wdrat sources these needs could best be made good. 

First Question 

In the course of their enquiry, the Military Representatives have found that the 
troubles likely to occur in the territories in question might arise : — 

[a) Either from a direct armed attack by Germany; 

{b) Or from excesses committed by the German troops during their retirement, 
or from purely local disturbances, as a result of the country being carried 
away by local propaganda organisations for many months past, or from 
the too abrupt taking over by the Poles of the territories the population 
of which was still permeated by German influence and administrative 
customs. 

In the first case an armed attack by Germany would be a violation of the Treaty 
of Peace which she has signed and ratified. In this instance the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers appear to have at their disposal only the followdng means of punish- 
ment : — 

(1) Restoration of the blockade. 

(2) Inter- Allied naval action. 

(3) Military action by the Allied Armies of the Left Bank of the Rhine, wuth 

a view to an occupation of especially important points in Germany as a 
guarantee, such as the Ruhr Basin and the Frankfort region, etc. This 
action, as also the employment of all other available troops against 
Germany ivould be directed and ordered according to the plan which the 
Marshal Conunanding-in-Ghief the Allied Armies would be called upon 
to furnish. • 

In ihe second case (excesses committed by German troops and purely local 
disturbances etc.) the Military Representatives consider that the assistance to be 
given to the Poles to allow them to establish their authority in the territories ceded 
by Germany could include: — 

{a) Preventive measures. 

{b) Assistance in material. 
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(a) Pr eventide measures. 

From the information given to the Military Representatives Ijy Cyeiieral Dupont 
with the Mission at Berlin, it appears that an intervention on the spot and at tlie 
right time by a few capable Allied officers of sound judgment would ensures a 
certain moral authority and would prevent in all probability most of the excesses 
to be feared, or at any rate the aggravation of those excesses. 

These Officers could be taken from among those nominated to form part of 'The 
Commission of Delimitation’ to be constituted 15 days after the corning into force, 
of the Treaty of Peace with Germany to ‘determine on the spot the frontier line of 
Germany’. (Article 87 of the Treaty.) 

It would be indispensable, however, for this Commission to be on the spot the 
day after the coming into force of the Treaty. While preparing the work of 
delimitation, which must be started on the 15th day, it would superintend the 
operation of taking over and evacuation, and would protect the Polish and 
German populations against any excesses. In this case, the Commission must have 
a considerable personnel and sufficient means of transport to enable it to travel 
quickly from place to place and settle the differences which are bound to arise, and 
to smooth over difficulties of every kind. 

A General Officer to be appointed by the French Government, and well 
acquainted with German and Polish affairs, would appear in every way suited to 
be President of this Commission and to organize its work. 

The Alilitary Representatives call the attention of the Supreme Council to the 
urgency of taking a decision on this particular point. 

{b) Material Assistance. 

In this case all necessary measures must be taken to hasten the sending to 
Poland of the numerous important orders placed in Allied countries by the Polish 
Army for material, as also orders which are now being carried out for material, the 
delivery of which will apparently be delayed owing to insufficiency of transport. 

It would seem, therefot'e, apparent that sea transport to Dantzig must be used 
(as well as railways) . 


Second Question 

The Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council consider that they 
should point out that a Convention dated June 14th, 1919, concluded between the 
Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers and the Polish Government, 
confers on Marshal Focli the Chief Command of Polish Armies. 

Under these circmnstances and in accordance with the recommendations which 
they have addressed to the Supreme Council concerning the supplies for the forces 
of the Baltic States, 

The Military Representatives Consider '. — 

(1) that Marshal Foch should be asked to determine, through General Heiirys, 

his delegate at Warsaw, the nature and amount of supplies of all sorts 
which may be necessary for the Polish Army in addition to the orders 
already placed ; 

(2) that if it is necessary later to divide between the Powers the extra supplies 

considered necessary, this division should only be made when the exact 
nature and total quantity of the supplies is known; 
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that at this moment all facilities must be given to the Polish Requisitioning 
Commissions accredited to the Governments to carry out their work. 


G.al Bei,in. 


Military 
Representative, 
French Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Certified to be a 


G. Sackville- 
West, Major- 
General. 

Military 
Representative, 
British Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Ugo 

Cavallero. 

Military 
Representative, 
Italian Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Stanley D, 

Embigk. 

for 

Military 
Representative, 
American Section, 
Supreme War 
Council, 


Given at Versailles on iith July, igig. 
true copy of the original Document. 


G. L. Wicks (Gapt.) 

Secretary, 

Versailles, British Section, 

nth July, 1919. Supreme War Council. 


Appendix G to No. i i 
Quartier General des Armees Alliees en Orient. 

Juillet igig. 

Le General Franchet FEsperey a Monsieur le President du Conseil 

J’ai insiste aupres du President du Conseil bulgare a mon retour de Hongrie, 
en passant par Sofia, pour que la Bulgarie accepte les consequences de sa defaite 
et danobilise eflectivement son armee. 

Le Goiivernement actuel parait dispose a obeir a TEntente, mais il n’en est pas 
de meme de I’armee. 

Le ]3arti communiste, qui prend pour tremplin Tintegrite nationale, travaille 
activement les jeunes officiers buigares. On entame des tractations avec les Turcs 
pour que la Bulgarie et la Turquie se pretent un appui mutuel. L’ltalie affiche 
ouverteraent ses sympathies pour la Bulgarie, Le General Bertramon, commandant 
la brigade Ivres, a, dans un diner prive, porte un toast a I’ai'mee et a la nation 
buigares et a reconnu la legitimite de cette cause. 

II est possible que, dans une telle ambiance, la Bulgarie resiste. aux conditions 
de paix qui iui sont imposees. 

11 sera facile de reprimei*, avec les forces dont nous disposons, cette resistance, si 
clle se manifeste sous la forme d’un mouvement populaire a Sofia. Mais la repres- 
sion sera phis difficile s’il s’agit d’une sedition militaire s’etendant dans tout le pays ; 
cette sedition doit etre prevue et si possible prevenue. 

li faut que Taventure de Smyrna nous serve d’exemple. Aucune limite n’a ete 
imposee aux Grecs dans leur progression, les Turcs n’ont pas ete avertis : le resuitat 
dc ce manque de precautions ne s’est pas fait attendre. 

Aussi serait-il essentiel que je fusse suffisamment prevenu a Favance des con- 
ditions de paix a la Bulgarie et du moment ou cette paix sera notifiee. Gomme je 
Fai teiegraphie il sera necessaire a ee moment d’envoyer des rnksions alliees 
.suffisamment nombreuses dans lesquelles -a cote du pavilion fran^ais devront 
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figure!' les pavilions anglais et itaiien. Sous notre contrcile, Favance grecqiie se 
ferait progressive, 

J’espfk'e ainsi pouvoir d’une part tenir en respect la Bulgarie dont nous oceiipons 
les principaux centres et les mines de charbon, et d’autre part eviter dcs mas^ac res 
comrne ceux d’Asie Mineure. 

General FRiiwcHET d’Esperey. 


Appendix H to No. i i 

Delegation FIelleniq,ue au Gongres de la Paix. 

PARIS, le 10 juillel . 

Monsieur le President, 

J’ai i’honneur de vous informer que d’aprAs les noiivelles qui me parviennent 
de Constantinople, les preparatifs militaires poursuivis par la Turquie dans uii 
indeniable esprit agressif, prennent une ampleur telle que Fon risque de voir la 
guerre se raliumer dans toute FAnatolie et rendre impossible le reglement des 
affaires d’Orient. 

Pres de 60.000 Iiommes se seraient deja concentres a Konia. La mobilisation 
continue dans tout le pays et il est probable qu’une force totale de 300.000 hornmes 
sera bientot sur pied de guerre. Les Chefs de cette organisation, a laquelle colia- 
bore le Ministre de la Guerre lui-meme, auraient a ieur disposition du materiel et 
des munitions en quantite suffisante pour une pareille armee. 

Ces informations sont a la connaissance du commandement militaire allie a 
Constantinople. 

Je dois dire que ce qui ajoute a la gravite de ces nouvelles c’est que les TurCvS 
paraissent encourages dans leurs desseins par les autorites italiennes. 

En effet, ii est avere que la zone occupee par des forces italiennes au sud d’A'idin, 
a servi aux Turcs de base d’operation dans leurs agressions successives centre les 
troupes hell6iiqiies au nord de Meandre. La premiere division liellenique vient 
de saisir des proclamations turques datees du 4 juillet, ou il est fait etat d’un 
telegramme expedie de Mylassa par le General itaiien pour rassurer les Turcs 
qu’ils n’ont rient a craindre des Grecs car leurs troupes sont obligees de se retirer 
au nord de Meandre et qu’au cas oh elles ne le feraient pas, les forces italiennes 
prendraient les mesui'es necessaires. 

D’autre part, deux personnages jeunes-turcs tres influents, Mahmoud Essad et 
Chukri, viennent de passer de Lausanne a Milan, avec Fintention de sc diriger, 
par les soins des autorites italiennes sur un point de la cote de Smyrne. Il se 
pourrait qu’ils fussent accompagnes de ieur ami Kiazim Nourri, depute d’Aidin, 
parent de Fex-vali de Smyrne Rahmi Bey. 

Dans ces conditions, je crains, Monsieur le President, que la situation ne s’ag- 
grave au point de compromettre le reglement que la Conference de la Paix projette 
en Orient, si de promptes et energiques mesures ne sont prises par les Puissances 
Ailiees et Associees pour entraver la mobilisation de I’armee turque et mettre un 
terme aux encouragements rencontres jusqu’ici par les fauteurs de desordres. 

Veuillez agreer, Monsieur le President, etc. 

Venizelos. 

Son Excellence 

Monsieur Glemenceau, 

President de la Conference de la Paix. 
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H. D. 8.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d' Or say, Paris, on Wednesday, 

July i6, 1919, at 3.30 p.m.. 

Present: U . S . A .: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretary, 
Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, Gapt. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Maldno; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Colonel Grant. British Empire: Gapt. E. 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier, Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 

Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

(M. Veiiizelos was introduced.) 

(Captain Fuller, Major Temperley,^ Captain Maciiidoe, and Mr. Butler, 
entered the room.) 

I. M. Venizelos said that on the 1 8th June he had sent a letter to the Presi- 

, Statement by Peace Conference calling attention to the concentra- 

M. Venizelos tion of Turkish troops in various places, notably the Smyrna 
regarding the region. Oil June 23rd the situation had appeared to him to be 
situation in disquieting that he had told the Greek General to take such 
Anatolia action as was necessary in order that he should not be driven into 
the sea. What he must ask the Council to grant him was either a definite line 
or liberty of action for his troops. He pointed out that there were three rail- 
way lines converging on Smyrna. His suggestion would be that Greek troops 
should occupy these lines up to a fixed point. He would further suggest that 
in the space left between the Greek and Turkish advance posts small detach- 
ments, for instance a company, of Allied troops, be placed. The moral effect 
of this would be great and would probably render any conflict unlikely. He 
wished to put an end to the present situation in Smyrna. This situation was 
such that he was compelled to keep a whole army there. There were five 
Greek divisions in the area. He wished to reduce them to two. This would 
enable him to reinforce his troops in Macedonia against the Bulgarians. 

M. Glemenceau asked M. Venizelos to indicate on the map the area in 
Anatolia occupied by Greek troops. 

M. Venizelos did so. He further stated that if there were real collabora- 
tion between the Greek and the Italian troops and if this collaboration were 
manifest to the Turks the situation would be completely remedied. 

M. Tittoni agreed. 

M. Venizelos said that he did not wish to extend Greek occupation. All 
that he wanted was to be safe in Smyrna and to maintain his hold on certain 

Assistant British representative on the Sub-commission on Territorial Questions 
appointed by the Central Territorial Committee. 
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places the population of which was entirely Greek. He was well aware tlial: 
no conquest would influence the decisions of the Conference. 

M. Glemenceau said he understood the Greek population was entirely 
on the coast. 

M. Venizelos replied that it extended to 8o or roo Idlometres inland. 

M. Glemenceau asked M. Venizelos for his estimate of the number of 
Greeks in Smyrna. 

M. Venizelos replied that there were 230,000 Greeks and 95,000 Turks 
and the rest of the population was of other nationalities. A large number of 
Greeks lived on the land and cultivated figs and grapes, in fact these Anatolian 
Greeks were among the best Greek cultivators. 

M. Glemenceau said that M. Venizelos apparently considered the Greeks 
in Smyrna formed a majority. 

M. Venizelos said he did. 

Mr. Balfour said that without going far back into the history of the case, 
he would like to put the present situation on a .sound basis. There were three 
separate armies in the area; one Greek, one Italian and one Turkish. The 
last was of uncertain size, largely composed, presumably, of irregulars, 
formidable for attacks on lines of communication but not for a set battle. 
How this had come about was not very material. M. Venizelos had sent 
troops to Smyrna and beyond at the invitation of the Council of Four. Italy 
had sent troops because of her local interests and because she interpreted the 
Treaty of London as giving her certain rights. Unquestionably much of the 
trouble arose not from the action of the Turks but from the mutual distrust 
of the Greek and Italian troops. There were, therefore, three bodies of troops 
ail afraid of attack from each other. According to his information the Turks 
were undoubtedly actuated by fear in all that they had done. They saw the 
Greeks at Smyrna spreading out to Aidin and elsewhere. This seemed to 
them the prelude of a great advance; this might lead to massacres. If it were 
made clear to the Turks that there would be no advance beyond a definite 
line it might be possible to control them, especially if they realised that it 
would not be armed action but the deliberations of the Council that would 
prescribe the final settlement. As to the relations between the Greeks and 
Italians M. Venizelos had just stated and M. Tittoni had previously more 
than once stated that he would base no claim to territory on armed occupa- 
tion. Both agreed that the Peace Conference alone had the right to deter- 
mine frontiers. M. Tittoni, while recognising this, had made an appeal to 
the Council begging that he be not asked to withdraw Italian troops entirely 
from Asia Minor by reason of the effect this would produce in Italy. M. V eni- 
zelos was in Asia Minor at the request of the Council, but no limit had been 
laid down to his advance. It was clear that the machinery for the co-opera- 
tion of the Greek Commander and the British Commodore had not worked 
smoothly. It would therefore be best to lay down the principle that there 
were definite lines within which the Greek and Italian troops must remain 
and the Turks could then be told that there was to be no trespass beyond 
this line if they maintained a proper attitude. He would like to remind the 
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Goiiiicil that General Allenby was still technically in authority over the whole 
of Turkey in Asia on behalf of the Allied Powers. This fact had been lost 
sight of and he had not been consulted either by the Council of Ten or by the 
Council of Four, nor had the Italians or Greeks referred to him. Nevertheless, 
he still remained the Military Representative of the Powers in Asiatic Turkey, 
He suggested that General Allenby be asked to send officers to investigate 
the situation at Smyrna and to mark out the boundaries of each force. 
Thus any difficulty as between Greece and Italy or Greece and Turkey 
would be avoided and the scheme would be in harmony with the general 
course employed elsewhere for managing conquered territory during the 
armistice. 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed in the main with Mr. Balfour. All advance 
should be stopped and the Turks should be comunced that there was no inten- 
tion to declare war on them and that the armistice continued. Both the 
Greeks and the Italians should stay where they were. He would also favour 
the interposition of Allied troops between the Greeks and the Turks. 

Regarding the collaboration of the Greek and the Italian Armies, Mr. Bal- 
four suggested that the delimitation of their spheres should be carried out 
by General Allenby. He, himself, thought that direct agreement between the 
two would be more rapid and more satisfactory. Should no agreement be 
reached, another authority could then be called in. 

M. Glemenceau said that he was disposed to favour M. Tittoni’s plan. If 
need be, he might even agree to the employment of General Allenby shotild 
M. Tittoni and M. Venizelos fail to reach an agreement. Happily this seemed 
unlikely. As to the means of reassuring the Turks, he thought this could best 
be done by the Conference directly. He hoped that on the following Hay 
M. Tittoni and M. Venizelos would be able to bring a definite agreement to 
the Council. It would then be possible to send the Turks a message telling 
them exactly what to expect and that the ultimate solution %vould not be 
prejudged by any military occupation. 

Mr. White asked who would deliver the message on behalf of the Con- 
ference. He thought perhaps this should be General Allenby, as the Turks 
had the greaiest respect for military authority. 

Mr. Balfour agreed as General Allenby was Commander-in- Chief on 
behalf of the Powers. 

M. Tittoni asked whether Admiral Calthorpe, High Commissioner in 
Gonstantinople, would not be the right authority. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not quite agree with Mr. Balfour. 
General Allenby commanded in Syria and Mesopotamia, not, he thought, in 
Anatolia. When the Greeks had been sent to Smyrna, General Allenby had 
not been consulted. Admiral Calthorpe had been informed. The Con- 
ference could correspond with the Turks and had already done so. Surely 
a direct message from the Council would have more effect on the Turkish 
Government than anything else, especially if it be made clear to the Turks 
that the Italians and Greeks would stop their advance. 

Mr, Balfour said perhaps the advance would not be arrested for long. 
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M. Tittoni said that if he and M. Venizelos made themselves f>ersoiia.liy 
responsible; he thought there would be no further advance of tiieir I’cspective 
forces, 

Mr. White said that it was of great importance that the communication 
to the Turks should be made in the name of the Conference, otherwise they 
would think that the Italians and Greeks had plotted to partition the 
country. He doubted, however, whether the authority of the vSultan realty 
controlled events in Anatolia. 

M. Clemengeau said that this was perhaps true as the rebellion of the 
Turks had been spontaneous and not controlled in Constantinople. 

M. Tittoni said that the General in command had nevertheless come from 
the capital. 

M. Venizelos observed that it might be necessary for the Greek troops to 
make certain movements. It was therefore desirable that some military 
authority should lay down exactly in what conditions it would be safe for 
the Greek advance to be halted. Where Greek and Italian troops w^ere neigh- 
bours, both could safely halt on the same line; where the Greeks faced the 
Turks, it might be necessary to occupy a few additional points. 

M. Tittoni said he thought the whole front should halt, otherwise the 
Turks would not believe in the message sent to them. 

(It was decided that M. Tittoni and M. Venizelo.s should seek an agreement 
regarding the delimination of the Italian and Greek zones of occupation 
in Asia Minor and that they should submit the result of their conversation 
to the Council as soon as possible. 

In case an agreement w’-ere reached, a communication would he .made in 
the name of the Council to the Turkish Government informing tlnj latter 
of the decision taken and offering assurances regarding the intentions of 
the Allied Governments.) 

(At this stage M. Venizelos and the experts withdrew.) 

2 . 

Treaty will, Austria. [Not printed] » 

(I'i) Protection of 
Alinorities 

(b) Article 3IU regarding [Not printed] 

Reschen pass and 
Predyl pass railways 

3, [a] General Recommendations, 

M. Tardieu read and explained the General Recommendations contained 
Reports rtf the Cam- in Appendix A. 

rnitlee to supervise 

the execution of the (The Report was accepted.) 

Treaty of Peace 
with Germany 

2 For the decision taken on tliis matter see N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. ext., p. 58a, 
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{b) Schleswig. 

M. Tardieu read and explained die report contained in Appendix B. 
(With the exception of the passage at the end of paragraph 8, recpiiring 
the German Government to issue certain orders to its military and civil 
authorities in the third zone and under certain conditions to evacuate the 
area, the report was accepted.) 

It was pointed out that these provisions went beyond the stipulations of 
the Treaty. 

(It was therefore agreed to suppress these passages, and only to ask the 
German Government to abstain from making any arrests for political 
reasons in the area concerned. 

With this exception, the report was accepted.) 

M. Tittoni said that should the Inter-Allied Commission consider that the 
voting had been influenced by German action in the third zone, the result 
might be declared void. 

, (This was agreed to.) 

With regard to Article 3 of the Report, Mr. Balfour said that he under- 
stood that the American and British arrangements were complete. There 
was some difficulty about the French arrangements, but the British Admiral 
had undertaken to step into the breach and furnish the required number of 
troops should French troops be lacking. He suggested, therefore, that the 
arrangements made by the Americans and British be allowed to proceed and 
that French help be called for only in case of need. 

(This was agreed to.) 

{c) Poland, East Prussia and Dantzig. 

M. Tardieu read and explained the report given in Appendix G. 

(The proposals contained in it were accepted, and it was agreed that the 
nominations for the Commission should be made on the 18tli instant.) 

On the subject of the supply of an Inter- Allied force, M. Tardieu expressed 
the hope that it might be possible to do without. In any case, the Commis- 
sion could proceed to the spot without troops, and report at a later date 
whether it required any. 

4. M. Tardieu pointed out that the Committee over which he presided had 
been asked to provide for the execution of the political 
Committee to supervise and territorial clauses of the Treaty of Peace with Ger- 
exeaiimi oj Jicmomic jaiany. M. Loucheur presided at a Committee to supervise 
of the Treaty with execution 01 the Reparation Glauses. There remained 

Germany economic and colonial clauses, the execution of which was 

at present supervised by no Committee. He suggested that 
the former be entrusted to the Supreme Economic Council. The latter 
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might, perhaps, be dealt with by the Committee which had just met in London 
to consider the question of Mandates. 

(It was agreed that this qiiestion should be brought up on the folio wing day .) 
(’riie Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July i 6 , igrg. 
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CoNFf-RENCE DE LA PAIX. 

Gomite d’Execution des Glauses Territoiiales. 

Rapport au Conseil Superieur 
Regommandations d'Ordre General 

V u le grand nombre de commissions de diverses natures qui devront entrer eri 
action soit immediatement apres ia mise en vigueur du Traite, soit a une date 
proche de cette mise en vigueur; 

Vu ia iiecessite de preparer des maintenant ces diiferents organes, si Ton veut 
qii’ils soient en 6 ta.t de fonctioiiner a la date fixee; 

Vu d’autre part, I’impossibilite de proceder a aucune nomination ni demande 
de crMits, tant que le traite n’aura pas ete ratifie par les Parlements ; 

Le Gomite a I’honneur de recommander c[ue; 

1° — Cliac|ue gouvernement cree un seiwice special charge de preparer la con- 
stitution desdits organes; 

2° — Cette preparation porte sur revaluation des depenses, ie I'ecrutement du 
personnel, la reunion du materiel et la redaction du projet de loi demandant 
ouverture des credits. 

Appendix B to No. 12 

Conference de la Paix. 

Gomit6 d’Execution des Clauses Territoiiales. 

Rapport au Conseil Suprime 
Partie III 
Section 12 
Slesvig 

Le Gomite a Phonneur de faire au Conseil Supreme les recommandaiions 
suivantes : 

1 . Constitution de la Commission. 

L^article 109 prevoyant Fentree en action de la Commission des la mise en 
vigueur du Traite, il y a lieu d’en preparer des maintenant le personnel et le 
materiel. 

2. Presidence de la Commission. 

En raison de Finteret pratique qu’il y a a faciliter la liaison entre Famiral anglais 
Commandant en Chef les Forces Navales envoyees par les divers Gouveniements 
interesses pour garantir la liberte du plebiscite dans les deux zones du Slesvig, le 

III 



Comit6 est d’avis que la Presidence de la Commission devrait etre attribuee 
aux Reprc%entants anglais (ai’t. 109, par. i 

3. Forces miliiaires a la disposition de la Commission. 

Le Gomite, ayant appris que le Goraite des amiraux, assiste de Generaux, a ete 
charge de faire des propositions a ce sujet, ne croit pas devoir en formuler (art. 109, 
par. !='•). 

4. Dipcnses de la Commission et du Plebiscite. 

Le Comite propose que la seconde moitie des depenses (la premiere etant a la 
charge de i’Alleniagne) soit a la charge du Danemark et que cette decision soit 
notiiiee au. Gouvernement danois (art. 109, par. i®"'). 

5. Personnes devant prendre part au vote. 

Le Gornite propose que : 

a) Le Gouvernement ailemand soit des maintenant invite a preparer le retour 
au lieu dont Us sont originaires des militaires, officiers, sous-officiers et soldats de 
i’armee ailemand [e] nes dans la partie du Slesvig soumise au plebiscite (art, 109, 
par. 2 b). ■ 

/;) La nieme invitation soit adressee au Gouvernement ailemand en ce qui con- 
cerne ies p)ersonnes que le dit Gouvernement aurait expulsees de la partie du Slesvig 
soumise au plebiscite et qui seraient domiciliees en Allemagne (art. 109, par. 2 b). 

c) Les Gouvernements allies et associes s’assurent que tous les prisonniers de 
guerre originaires du Slesvig, ont ete ou seront, des la mise en vigueur du Traite, 
renvoy^s dans ieurs foyers. 

6 . Biens d’Etat. 

Comme suite a la lettre du Ministre de Danemark au Pi'esident de la Conference 
en date du 22 juin signalant des vent[es] frauduleuses de biens d*Etat, le Gornite 
propose de notifier au Gouvernement ailemand et au Gouvernement danois que 
les Puissances alliees et associees considerent comme nulle toute [? vente] de biens 
immobiliers d’Etat intervenue depuis le ii novembre 1918 dans la partie du 
Slesvig soumise au plebiscite. 

7. Requisitions abusives. 

Le Comite, constatant qu’a Pinverse des autres sections du Traite relatives a des 
plebiscites, la section relative au Slesvig n’interdit pas, au moment de Fevacuation 
par les troupes et autorites allemandes, les requisitions en especes et en nature, 
propose d’aviser le Gouvernement ailemand que de telles requisitions ne seront pas 
tolerces dans la partie du Slesvig soumise au plebiscite. 

8 . Au sujet de la ^ime zone. 

I.e plebiscite dans la troisieme zone (jusqu’a la ligne Eider-Schlei) inscrite dans 
le projet de traite remis le 7 mai a la Delegation allemande, a ete efface dans le 
textc definitif a la demande du Gouvernement danois. 

Toutefois, la reponse au Memoire ailemand en date du . . . . juin porte que 
Fevacuation aura lieu jusqu’a la ligne ci-dessus et cette disposition dont le 
Gouvernement danois demande le maintien n’a pas d’equivalent dans ies articles 
du traite. 

Le Goinite, tout en reconnaissant que Fevacuation temporaire de ladite zone 
par les troupes et autorites superieures allemandes, peut contribiier a la sinc^rite 
du vote dans les deux autres zones, n’estime pas que, vu le texte definitif du traits, 
les Gouvernements allies et associes aient le droit de Fexiger de FAllemagne. 
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II propose toutefois que le Goiivernement aiiemand soit invite (a jiax-sc rlre a. ses 
autorites militaires et civiles dans ladite zone ia plus stricte reserve nolfunnieui ; a 
s’abstenir de toute arrestation pour motifs poiitiques, telles que cellcs qui oat eu, 
lieu dans les dernieres semaines (etant entendu que, si la Commission IntcrDu- 
tionale signaiait de leuv part des meiiees de nature a fausser le resuliat du vote, 
I’evacuation serait immediatement exigee), 

9. Rhumi. 

Le prdsent Rapport conclut done: 

a) a 4 decisions a prendre par les Gouvernements allies et associes. 

A) a 5 communications a adresser par eux an Gouvernemeiit aiiemand, copie 
de ces communications devant etre remise au Gouvernemeiit danois. 

r) a ime comniuriication a adresser au Gouvernement danois. 

Le President du Comity. 

Note, The passages within the brackets^ were not accepted. 

Appendix G to No. 12 

Gonf6renge de la Paix. 

Commission d’execution des clauses territoriales. Ji juillet. 

Rapport au Conseil Superieur 

POLOGNE — PrUSSE OriENTALE DaNTZIG 

I. Article 8 y 

jo — , (ParrivSe de la Commission. 

Le trait6 prevoit la constitution d’une commission de 7 Menibres — 5 nomm& 
par les principales puissances alliees et associees, un par PAllemagne, un par la 
Pologne pour delimiter la frondere occidentaie de la Pologne. 

Cette Commission devra etre constituee 15 jours apres la raise en vigueur du 
Ti’ait6. 

Mais, dds cette raise en vigueur, la presence de la Commission sur place parait 
indispensable pour que — comme il est prevu pour la Silesie, — elle puisse sui'- 
veiiler I’evacuation ainsi que le passage du territoire et de ia population de la 
souverainete allemande a la souverainete polonaise. La note envoyee le 8 juillet 
par la delegation allemande'^ donne a penser que rAllemagne reconnaitra Finteret 
de cette proposition. 

LeComiterecommandeen consequence que la Commission sont[?soit] constituee 
de facon a pouvoir etre sur place des Tentree en vigueur du Traite. Les Gouvenie- 
ments aiiemand et polonais en devront etre avertis. 

00 — Composition de la Commission. 

Le Gomite estime que tous les moyens doivent etre fournis a la Commission de 
rnener son travail aussi rapidement que possible, d’abord en raison de Fagitadon 
qui regne dans ces regions, ensuite parce que la preiDaration du vote, dans les 
territoires en plebiscite, devant commencer (sauf en Silesie) des Ic 15® Jour ia 
frontiere doit etre tracee aussi vite que possible entre ces territoires et les pays 
annexes purement et simpiement. Or la. frontiere a delimiter par la Commission 
se developpe sur plus de 800 kilometres. 

Le Gomite recommande en consequence que la Commission comprenne, pour 
3 i,e. parentheses. See No. 17, appendix D. 



cliaque delegation, im nombre cFofficiers permettant sa subdivision au moins en 
deux soiis-commissions operant simultanement et dont la Commission se bornera 
a concentrer et reviser les conclusions. 

Gliaque delegation devra done comprendre: 
iin cornmissaire titulaire, chef de mission, 
tin officier adjoint, 
deux officiers technk|ues. 

Ghaque sous-commission serait constituee, pour chaque puissance, par le com- 
inissaire on son adjoint et tin officier technique. L’adjoint aurait la delegation du 
cornmissaire chef de mission pour voter en son nom. 

3° — Presidence. 

Toutes les affaires germano-polonaises ayant ete traitees depuis six mois, au nom 
des Allies, par le General Dupont, chef de la mission francaise a Berlin, le Gomite 
recommande, pour des raisons d’ordre pratic^ue qiie la Presidence de la Com- 
mission soit confiee a [? cet] officier general. 

Chaque nation dispose d’une voix. Si done le President vote dans une sous- 
commission, le Gomrnissaire fran9ais ne vote pas. 

4° — Action des sous-commissions. 

Le Gomite recommande a titre d’indication pour la Commission : 

1° — que la premiere sous-coramission soit chargee de la delimitation des 
frontieres orientales et occidentales de la zone a annexer sans plebiscite au Nord 
de la Netze, y compris la partie de cette riviere qui sert de limite, 

qu’elle s’installe a Graudenz le second jour a dater de la mise en vigueur, pour 
surveiller Texecution du transfert de souverainete; 

qu’elle commence ses travaux de delimitation le i6® jour par la frontiere des 
pays a plebiscite de Pest, passe ensuite a la portion occidentale au Nord et au Sud 
de Konitz oh aucune limite administrative ne sert de demarcation et termine par 
les secteurs ou la frontiere coincide avec des limites de cercles ou de Province, 

2° — que la deuxieme sous-commission soit chai-gee des frontieres au sud de la 
Netze depuis cette riviere a hauteur de Kreuz jusqu’a la frontiere incluse des pays 
silesiens a plebiscite; 

qu’eile s’installe a Lisse du 2® au 15® jour, pour surveiller I’execution du transfert 
de souverainete, 

qu’elle commence son travail de delimitation le 16® jour par la partie particu- 
lierement delicate de la frontiere entre Birnbaum et Rawitch ; c{u’elle le continue 
par la region de Kem[p]en et la limite avec la Silesie ou le plebiscite ne doit pas 
commencer avant six mois, et qu’elle s’occupe en dernier lieu des portions definies 
par les limites administratives. 

Le Gomite rappelle que le fonctionnement de la Commission [? est] defini par 
PinsLruction de la Commission geographique intei'alliee du 21 juin rgi'/, et que sa. 
composition est determinee, au point de vue technique, par cette Gommissioo 
geographique. 

II. Article 88. Et Annexe 
1° — Nomination de la Commission administration. 

Le Gomite recommande que cette CommissiGn soit constitue de faqon k pouvoir 
entrer en action des la mise en vigueur du traite, pour les m€mes raisons que ci- 
dessiis. 
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20 — Troupes necessaires. 

Lfi Gomite se I'efere au rapport dont a etc charge ie Gonseii Militaire cie Ver" 
sallies. 

3® — iJiiiniilation de la Hauie-Silme souniise au plebiscite. 

Bien rjtie le 'Traite ne rindique pas explicitement, le Gomite pense que cette 
deliniitaiicai .sera faite par ia Gommis.sion de Tarticle 87. 


III. Article gg 

j o — j)f2te dll Plebiscite. 

Le traite n’en fixe pas. Le Comite croit devoir laisser a la Commis.sion Ie soin 
de cette fixation. li signale toutefois c|ue sans ajourner le plebiscite plus que de 
raison il }:)Oim'ait etre utile de laisser aux Polonais Mazmiens le temps de se degager 
de leurs dirigeants aristocratic|ues et ecclesiastiques. avant de les faire voter. 

2° — Itnirce eri action de la Commission. 

Le Gojnitc remarque cjue la Commission ne doit entrer en action qae quinze 
jours apres la mise en vigueur du traite. 

Or, dans ce delai de quinze jours, pendant lequel s’effectuera Fevacuation, Ie 
Traite ne prevoit aucune surveillance. La Commission arrivera done le 15" jour 
dans un pays 011 ne fonctionnera plus aucune autorite, et oh Fon n’aura meme pas 
pris la precaution de dissoudre les conseils cFouvriers et soldats et les societes 
militaires, organismes d’opposition possibles. 

Le Comite recommande en consequence que les Gommissaires prevus par 
Farticle 95 arriveiit sur place (le 2® jour) coinme en Sil&ie. En attendant le 
jour, date fi-xee pour leur entree en fonction pour Fadministration du territoire et 
Forganisation du vote, ils exerceront ie controle de Fevacuation prevue, par les 
dits articles. Ils pouiTont prescrire le maintien en exercice cle certaines autorites, 
et dissoudre les conseils et societc[s] dont Faction, est dangereuse. Pour I’exercice 
de ces attributions ils se conformeront aux prescriptions prevues pour la vSilesie au 
[?coiirs] de Farmexe a Ftirticie 88, et poiirront s’installer a Allenstein. 

3® — Forces Militams. 

Le traite ne prevoit aucune force militaire alliee a la disposition de la Com- 
mission. Si les precautions indiquees au precedent sont pi’ises, des troupes ne 
semblent pas devoir etre necessaires. Si la Commission en juge autrement, elie a 
pouvoir pour les reclamer. 

4° — Delimitation. 

La limite orientale des zones de plebiscite coincidant en totalite avec les lirnites 
ad.ministratives, une commission speciale de delimitation n’est pas necessaire. 

IV. Article gy 

lo — Date et condition dti plebiscite. 

Meme observation cpie pour Farticle 95. 

2° — Entree en action de la Commission, 

Meme observation que pour Farticle 95. La Commission pourrait s’installer le 
deuxieme jour a Marienwerder. 



go — Forces niilitaires. 

Le Traite prevoit que des forces alliees poiirront accompagner ia Commission. 
Mais, pas plus qu’a I’article 95, ces forces ne sembient devoir etre indispensables. 
Toutefois on remarquera que, aux termes du Traite, ia Prusse orientale n’est pas 
deinilitarisee et que le nombre de forces ailemandes qui Foccuperait n’est pas 
iimite par rapport a I’effectif total de I’armee aliemande. 

4° — Delimitation. 

M&ne observation que pour Particle 95, 

V. Article gg 

Le Gomite signale que le Traite ne prevoit aucun organe pour Fadministration 
temporaire du territoire de Memei, jusqu'a ce qu’une decision ait ete prise sur sa 
souverainete. 

La Commission reserve route proposition a ce sujet en egard au rapport demande 
aux experts niilitaires et navals sur Foccupation de Memei et pense qu’il appartient 
au Conseil Supreme de statuer directement sur la base dudit rapport. 

VI, Articles 100 to [dr] 104 

La determination et Forganisation du territoire de Danzig etant reglees en 
detail par les articles 100 a 104 du Traits et confiees a un Haut Gommissaire 
Special, ii n’y a lieu a aucune proposition. 

Toutefois une certaine confusion peut naitre du fait Cjue Particle loi prevoit la 
nomination par les principales puissances alliees et associees d’un Haut Gommis- 
saire pour presider la Commission de delimitation du Territoire, et que Particle 103 
prevoit qu’un Haut Gommissaire de la Societe des Nations devra doiiner son 
accord dans Felaboration d’une constitution de la Ville libre: 

[L]e [Hajut Gommissaire de Particle loi, n’etant charge que d’une tache toute 
technique de delimitation, un fonctionnaire de Pordre administratif parait devoir 
etre temporairement designe par les Puissances alliees et associees jusqu’a ce que 
la Society des Nations ait nomme le Haut Gommissaire prevu a Particle 103. 

Le Gomite recommande pour des raisons pratiques que cet administrateur 
temporaire soit designe aussitot que possible et appartienne a la meme nationalite 
que le commandant des forces navales charge d’assurer la liberte des communica- 
tions par mer avec Dantzig etant bien entendu que le choix de cet administrateur 
provisoire ne prejugera en rien le choix du Haut Gommissaire. 

VII 

1° — Questiotis d. trailer avec le Gouvernement Allemand, 

Les problemes d’evacuation et de transfert de souverainete a resoudre dans ics 
territoires objet des articles ci-dessus poseront probablement certaines questions 
qui devront ^tre traitees a Berlin avec le Gouvernement allemand dans telle forme 
que determineront les puissances alliees et associees. 

Au surplus, malgre la difference des regions prevue, il y aura necessairement, au. 
point de vue des relations avec le Gouvernement allemand en ce qui concerne 
Fevacuation et le transfert de souverainete, unite de matiere entre les diverses 
parties de la Prusse Orientale et de la Prusse Occidentale. 

Le Gomite pense en consequence qu’il pourrait y avoir interct a ce que le 
President dc la Commission prevue a Particle 87 soit informe, pendant la periode 
d’evacuation et de transfert de souverainete, de Pactivite des diverses commissions 
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tie delimitation et centralise les communications cfu’elles auraient ;\ I'rdrc, a cet 
egardj aux autorites alliees et associees chargees des comnHuiif:alioiis a\-ec ie 
Gouvernemeiit aliernand. 

II est ];)ien entendn que son activite, ainsi definie, prendrait iin. des cjiie les 
territoires souniis au plebiscite seraient compietement evacues et que les com- 
mission[s] d’administration pourraient commencer leur travail de preparation du 
vote, 

2° — Polo?iais prisonniers daris les pays allies. 

Le Gomite, desireux de presenter diverses recommandatioiis relatives aux 
prisonniers d’origine polonaise,, a crti devoir les transmettre a la Commission des 
prisonniers de guerre, chargee d’etudier I’ensemble de la question. 

II sig'nale en tout cas que les Commissions alliees de delimitation et de plebiscite 
devront etre avisees des departs des prisonniers, afin d’etre a meme de surveiller 
leur arrivee. 

3° ■ — Note de la Delegation polonaise. 

Le Comite recommande que ia note de la Delegation polonaise du 5 juillet et 
toutes notes de meme nature soient transmises aux Commissions de delimitation on 
de plebiscite en annexe de leurs instructions. 

Noo 13 

H. D, 9 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d^Orsay, Paris ^ on Thursday ^ 
July 17, 1Q19, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A. \ I-Ion. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. The Rt. Hon, A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretary, 
Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Ciemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, Gapt, de 
St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan : Baron Makino ; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Lieut. Burden. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Poitier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

Report. fCommusion to [Not printed]- 

examine Italian claims 

in Tientsin 1 

* The Supreme Council adopted the report of the commission, which did not satisfy' the 
Italian claims. For an American text of this report and the decision of the Supreme Council 
see N. Almond and R, H. Lutz, op. cit., pp. 686-7. 1 ^ the discussion of the report 'M. Tittoni 
said he wished to make the following declaration: The Italian Delegation expresses the ^visli 
that the minutes of to-day’s sitting of the Supreme Council should show tliat His Majesty’s 
Government, while giving its assent to what is set forth in article 22, Part IV, Section IV, 
of the draft text of the Conditions of Peace mth Austria, insists, nevertheless, on the sound- 
ness of its claims submitted in 1917 by the Royal Legation at Pekin to the Chinese Govern- 
me2it for a rectification of the boundary line separating the Italian concession of Tieri-Tsia 
from the former Austro-Hungarian conce^ion’. 



2. (Mi\ Hoover, M. Seydoiix, M. Grespi and Mr. Gorvin^ entered the room.) 
Reponfrom Mr. Hoover on Mr. Hoover gave a summary and explanation of 
the revicimlling of Aiistria the memorandum annexed in Appendix A, 3 

M. PiGHON asked how much, in Mr. Hoover’s estimation, had been spent 
on the revictiialling of Austria. 

Mr. Hoover said that he estimated that to complete the present programme 
up to the 1 5th of August, eighty million dollars would have been spent. 

M. PiGHON asked whether Mr. Hoover thought there were securities in 
Austria enough to cover the cost of the scheme he proposed to undertake. 

Mr. Hoover said that he doubted whether the sums already spent could 
be recovered for three or four years. Everything that could be realised had 
already been realised. The Austrian' Authorities latterly had gone so far as 
to offer the national art galleries in payment for food. 

M. PiGHON said that under these circumstances it seemed hardly possible 
to advance money. 

M. Tittoni said that the alternative was Bolshevism. 

Mr. Hoover said that his hope was if priority were given to payment for 
food, even over payment of reparations, the Austrian Government might 
take heart and set to work in order to meet its liabilities. This was the only 
means of giving the present Government enough encouragement for it to hold 
on. Should the harvest succeed in Hungary, there would be a surplus of food 
in that country. It was only allied help that had hitherto kept Austria from 
Bolshevism, The Hungarians were employing most active propaganda. 
Should they take the place of the Allies in the supply of food, it could hardly 
be expected that the Austrians would not join them and become Bolshevik. 
It seemed dear that the Austrian Delegation sincerely wished to keep a 
moderate Government in power in Austria. If they could be assured by the 
Powers that the help he suggested would be given them, he thought they 
might resist Bolshevism. 

Mr, Balfour said that he thought Mr, Hoover had made out a most 
serious case. He was not quite sure that the Bolsheviks in Hungary would 
have much food to spare. He was told that Bela Kun had quarrelled with the 
peasants, who would be inclined to resist requisition. The main point was 
that it was desirable to set up Austria economically. She could not be left 
to starve. Food must be advanced to her either on such securities as existed, 
or she must be put in a way to earn money. She could not produce the 
food she required, as the territory left her by the Treaty was insufficient. 
Mr, Hoover’s proposal was first to encourage the Austrians by a promise, and 
secondly, to tell the Reparation Committee to think first of making Austria 

2 British member of the staff of the Supreme Economic Gouncii. 

Not printed. This appendix contained a letter of July ir, 1919, from Mr. Hoover to 
Mr. Lansing er?.closing a memorandum of even date by Mr. Hoover on Austria and an 
undated translation of note no. 680 of July g from Dr. Renner, the Austrian Chancellor, 
to the Chairman of the Supreme Economic Council, Mr. Hoover’s letter and memorandum 
arc printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op, cit., pp. 102-5. The Austrian note is printed 
in French and Gciman in Bericht fiber die Tatigkeit derdeutschosterreichischen Friedensdelegation in 
St. Germain-en-Laye, voi. i, pp. 313-14. 
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a. pricing coiiccrn before getting money out of her. This appeared to liim to 
l:)c the most statesmanlike m.ethod. If a man were kept alive Ijy ciiariiy, he 
rouiCi ni')t be asked to pay his debts. He was not quite sure, iiovvcver. 
tlif; funcLinns of die Reparation Commission were, or whether tiie Cioaier M 
con hi il rn’ders as suggested by Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. Hoover said the wording of the German Treaty enabled the R-epara- 
iii>n Commission to furnish food and raw material to Germany, and to obtain 
payment for these in priority to payment of reparation. In any case, as the 
Reparation Commission had complete control of all resources, no other body 
could intervene. 

M. Grespi said that the Reparation Commission had the right to raise 
resources with the object of obtaining food. The Reparation Commission 
could certainly be given orders by the Governments as it was itself merely 
an agent of the Goveniment[s]. 

(At this point M. Glemenceau entered the room.) 

M. Glemenceau asked how payment for food would be obtained, 

M. Grespi said that money could be raised by taxation. Hungarian food 
might turn Austria Bolshevik. It was for this reason that Italy had sent food 
into Austria. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was ready to accept Mr, Hoover’s plan, but he 
would take the opportunity of telling the Austrians that they must give up 
the arms and ammunition in Austria to the Czechs, 

Mr. Hoover suggested that the Austrians might be told that the food 
supplies would cease unless they did so. 

M. Tittoni considered that the question of the delivery of the arms should 
be kept quite separate from the question of food. Those arms represented 
one of the securities in Austria for the payment of reparation. lie did not 
say that the arms should not be delivered, but an eciuivalent in value should 
be available for the reparation fund. 

Mr. Balfour said that it was most urgent to send the arms to Czecho- 
slovakia at once. 

Mr. Hoover said that this difficulty had already arisen. Trade had been 
arranged between Austria and Serbia. Five steel bridges were to be given 
to Serbia in exchange for food. The same objection had been raised, tliat 
these bridges represented a security for the payment of reparation. The 
Czechs were prepared to exchange coal for arms, but once the Czechs iiad 
given coal and the Serbians food, there was no means of making thern 
contribute anything towards the reparation fund. 

Mr. Balfour said that if M. Tittoni’s thesis were carried to its logical 
extremity, all Austrian trade would be put a stop to. Austria could get 
neither food nor anything else. He had no wish to reduce the reparation 
fund to Italy’s detriment. He thought it imperative that Austria sliould be 
fed, and Gzecho-Slovakia armed. 

M. Tittoni said that he acquiesced regarding food, which was a matter of 
primary necessity. It was not so vital a matter to arm the Czechs. Italy and 
the other Allies should get some equivalent for the liquidation of a valuable 
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Austrian security. If tlie Czechs v/ere ready to give coal in exchange, Ital) 
should obtain her share of this coal, for the coal situation in Italy was as bad 
as that in Austria, 

Mr. Balfour said that in his opinion it was to Allied interests that the 
Czechs should be armed. If so, it was nearly as important that commerce 
between Austria and Czecho-Slovakia should be carried on as between 
Austria and Serbia for food. He thought nothing should be allowed to stand 
in the way of the passage of arms from Vienna to Prague. 

M. Tittoni said that Italy recognised the need of Austria for food, but, as 
to coal, Italy needed it just as badly. Italy must therefore have her share in 
the coal which paid for the arms. 

Mr. Hoover said that the amount of the surplus of Bohemian coal was 
infinitesimal, and barely enough to supply the needs of Vienna. Moreover, 
the Czechs had ceased to export coal iDecause they received no arms from 
Austria. Austria was afraid of exporting these arms out of fear of the Hun- 
garian Bolsheviks. By a threat to withhold food, the Austrians could be 
prevailed on to deliver the arms. They could also be promised, in case they 
did so, Bohemian coal. The Italians, short as they were of coal, had realised 
Austrian needs, and had themselves supplied coal to Vienna. 

M. Grespi observed that it was the duty of the Reparation Commission 
to see that all Austrian securities were not one by one spent to the detriment 
of the common reparation fund. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would be content to allow the arms to go, and 
to find out afterwards in what way payment could be obtained. So long as 
they were delivered to the Czechs, he did not mind in what way the re-adjust- 
ment was made for the benefit of the reparation fund. 

Mr. Hoover suggested that if his formula were adopted, a few lines might 
be added regarding the sending of arms to Czecho-Slovalda. 

(It was therefore agreed that the following reply should be made to the 
Austrian Delegation: — • 

‘In respect to the Request laid before the Supreme Economic Council 
from the Austrian Delegates that provision of further food supplies should 
be immediately undertaken by the Allied and Associated Governments, 
this request has been laid before the Cmmcil of Five, and the Couiicil 
wishes to state that as food and raw materials for Austria during the forth- 
coming year are fundamental to her recuperation and her ability to make 
reparation, the method of provision of such food and raw material will be 
one of the first considerations of the Reparations Commission. 

The Council mshes, however, to make this assurance contingent on 
an undertaldng by the Austrian Government. The delivery of arms to 
Czecho-Slovalda has been greatly delayed despite the offer of coal in 
exchange. It must be understood that the continuation of the present 
supplies of food to Austria, as well as the above assurances, depend on the 
execution by Austria of the delivery of the arms and ammunition required 
by Czecho-Siovaida.’ 

The question raised by M. Tittoni was remitted for further study to the 
Supreme Economic Council.) 


3- (At this stage. Marshal Foch, General Weygand, the Military llepreseii- 
tatives of the Supreme War Council at Versailles, M. Beiies, 

Report of MarsM Kramarcz, M. Pachich, M. Misu, and M. Vaida," Voevode 

toch on Plan for ^ i % 

Htmqary MARSHAL FoGH read a memorandum annexed to tnese 
minutes in Appendix B. He also quoted from a telegram 
sent on the lotli July to the British War Office by Colonel Gunningliaiii from 
Vienna to the effect that the red army was composed of 9 divisions, rjiie of 
which, the 4th infantry division, had been disbanded. Each, division could 
only muster a small number of rifles. For instance, the gtli division had only 
2 to 3,000 rifles. To liberate Hungary from Communism in one week a force 
of 8 infantry divisions, one cavalry division, 100 aeroplanes and as many 
armoured cars as possible would suffice. 

Mr. .Balfour said that one statement in the very remarkable report read 
by Marshal Foch gave him some apprehension. He referred to the passage 
in which Marshal Foch alluded to the necessity of establishing in Flungary 
a Government with which the Entente could negotiate peace. Such a 
Government would not appear to be a Hungarian Government, but one set 
up by the Entente Powers. The Peace would be represented for all time, not 
as one between the Powers and the Hungarian people, but as a Peace 
between the Powers and their own puppets. This would furnish a weapon 
to all the enemies of the Entente. He would not ask Marshal Foch to say 
how this difficulty could be avoided, as the Marshal would doubtless reply, 
with justice, that that was the business of the politicians. 

M. Tittoni said that the Hungarian situation was a very difficult one. As 
to the military proposals, he had nothing to say, but, regarding the political 
side, he had some observations to make. Hungary was ruled by a small 
minority. 80 per cent, of the Hungarian troops were against Bela Kiin, so 
were the peasants and the bourgeoisie. At Szeged, there was an opposition 
Government which was a nationalist centre. If the Council determined to 


have Hungary attacked by Czech, Roumanian and Serbian troops, Bela 
Kun would be able to drape himself in the national colours, and pose as a 
patriotic Hungarian, In the end, it would not be Bela Kun who would be 
destroyed, but the Hungarian nation. If the Allies, on the other hand, could 
act in concert with the Szeged Government, they would appear as the 
deliverers of the country from tyranny. All the Governments had to contend 
with the criticism and opposition of the Labour parties in their own countries. 
It was therefore highly opportune to appear to act on behalf of the majority 
in Hungary, He made no criticism of the military means proposed by Marshal 
Foch, but he thought they should be accompanied by political action of the 
kind he had described. 

Mr. White asked in what manner M. Tittoni would suggest that 
political action should be begum 

M. Tittoni said that he would send Allied Agents to get into touch with 
the Government at Szeged before any military action began. 

Marshal Foch said that he had, in his report, asked for Governmental 
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instructions. When the armies set out for Budapest^ they would be preceded 
by proclamations conveying the intentions of their Governments. It was for 
the Governments to determine what these proclamations should be. 

M. Benes said that he thought M. Tittoni’s proposals were based on wrong- 
premises. From information he had received, the Hungarian Officers, though 
not sharing Bela Kun’s opinions were loyal to him, because they thought the 
Communist Government would give them means of fighting their neigh- 
bours, All of them were passionately attached to the integrity of Hungary. 
They would like to win back for it Transylvania, Croatia and Slovakia. 
There was no hope of seducing these Officers. As to the civilians, no doubt 
the bourgeois parties would like to be rid of Bela Kuii, but they would not 
co-operate with the neighbouring nations to that end. If the Powers began 
to negotiate with the Magyars, they must count with the suspicions and 
mistrust of the Roumanians, of the Yugo-Slavs and of the Gzecho-Slovaks, 
The Magyars did not admit their defeat. They remained Imperialist in 
spirit and they would use any conversation they might have with the Great 
Pov/ers to turn the tables on their neighbours. He thought for these reasons 
that there were strong objections to the course of negotiating with any Hun- 
garian Party. 

M. Glemengeau asked M. Benes whether he agreed to Marshal Foch’s plan. 

M. Benes said that he did but not to M. Tittoni’s, 

M. Kramargz said that the armies must march under the banner of 
‘Respect for the Armistice’. The existence of a Hungarian army forced the 
neighbouring countries to remain armed. They were anxious to disarm and 
demobilise. Enforcement of the Armistice Conditions was a complete and 
sufficient justification for action, and it would serve as an answer to criticism. 
He had the same fears and interests as M. Tittoni, but he was convinced that 
there should be no talk with any Hungarian parties, as this would only 
revive Hungarian nationalist ambition. Action should be taken on military 
grounds if only to uphold the decrees of the Conference. 

M. Vaida-Voevod said that he agreed with M. Kramarcz and M. Benes. 
He thought it was necessary not to give Bela Kun a pretext for posing as a 
defender of his country. The majority of the Hungarian population wished 
to remain quiet and to be ruled neither by a communist nor by a reactionary 
government. When the Allied armies had taken Buda-pest, they might 
proclaim to the people that it was open to them to choose their own 
Government. The Allied Commander-in- Chief, however, should consult 
non-Magyar elements as well. There were Roumanians, Serbs and Slovaks 
of Hungary who knew the devices of the parties and who could help the 
Gommandcr-in-Ghief. 

General Bliss said that the general purpose aimed at was one he would 
gladly see carried out, but only the Head of his Government could decide 
on any action in this respect. In spite of all disguises it was manifest that what 
was proposed was a renewal of war on Hungary with, the object of destroying 
its present Government. If action was to be based on the pretext of a breach 
of the Armistice by Hungary, the Allies must be quite clear that the fault 
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was entirely on the side of the Hungarians. In the Armistice a-Tanged by 
General Franchet d’Esperey on the 13th Novcmher at BeigTach-, j <-c£ia!ri 
line had been fixed by Article I. North and west of this line I’iic SerlrU.ns 
and Roumanians respectively were not to advance. The secoiid Ai lide 
required the demobilisation of the Hungarian Army down to six Infantry 
Divisions and two Cavalry Divisions. It was alleged that the Hiiiigariaiis 
had broken Article II. 

Mr, Balfour asked whether there was anything in Clause I forbidding 
the Serbians and R,oumanians to cross the line. 

General Bliss said that the Roumanians should not have crossed west of 
the line. When they had been reiie\^ed of German domination, they had 
crossed the line in spite of General Franchet d’Esperey. He had then tried 
to stop them on another line further west, but -without avail. The matter 
had been discussed in Paris and the discussions had led to the establish- 
ment of a neutral zone approximately representing the line fixed in the 
Treaty of 1916.-^ Even this, however, had not stopped the Roumanian 
advance. At a meeting held by the Military Representatives at Versailles on 
the 2 5 til February, 1919, General Charpy, Chief of Staff to General Franchet 
d’Esperey had given the following evidence: — 

‘On November 7th, 1918, General Franchet d’Esperey and Count 
Karolyi had met at Belgrade to sign a supplementary armistice with 
Hungary on the same lines as General Diaz^ had signed with Austria, At 
that time Rournania was still under German domination and therefore 
only French, Serbian and Hungarian representatives were present at 
Belgrade. They all knew the terms of the Hungarian armistice. A certain 
zone was to be definitely occupied and further zones could be occupied 
for strategic reasons. The armistice was signed on November 13th, and 
the Hungarians had made no difficulties and had carried out all the condi- 
tions. The French and Serbians advanced as agreed. The only difficulties 
occurred with Rournania. 

‘Without informing General Franchet d’Esperey, the Roumanians had 
advanced, especially in the region ofKlausenburg. The Hungarians at once 
protested that this was a breach of the armistice conditions. The Rou- 
manians replied that they were in agreement with the tlimgarians. This 
was not correct, but eventually an agreement was reached. The Rou- 
manians were allowed to advance up to a line well in advance of the 
armistice line. This was reported to the Allied Governments. 

‘Unfortunately, the Roumanians advanced still further with the result 
that certain incidents took place; the Roumanians oppressed the local 
population and the Hungarians became incensed. Up to that time the 
position had not become serious, however. 

‘The Roumanians stated that they feared an attack by J-Iungarian 
armies; that was absolutely impossible. Hungary had no organised troops, 

“I The Treaty of Bucharest, concluded between Rournania and the Powers of the Entente 
on August 17, 1916. 

s Gommander-in-Ghief of the Italian Armies. (Gf. No. 3, note 6.) 


123 



whereas the Roumanian army was well organised. Naturally there was 
much unrest in Hungar>^ and some Bolshevism, but nothing important, 
and Bolshevism in Transylvania was not apparent. The Roumanians had 
for some time tried to advance to the Treaty line, but General Franchei 
d'Espcrey had refused so far though he had sent a mission to make 
enquiries into alleged atrocities. The information received was that the 
local situation was quite quiet. 

‘Taking these facts into consideration the Roumanians should remain 
on their present line as all the trouble had been caused by their advance. 
It was not for him to give advice on a political question, but the Roumanians 
should not be allowed to cross the line Arad-Grosswardein-Szatmar- 
Nemeti and it would be preferable to send Allied troops there ; a neutral 
zone would be of no advantage as there were not sufficient Allied troops 
to guard it. 

‘To maintain order it would be sufficient to garrison Grosswardein and 
Stulimar[?Szatmar] with Allied troops; there were already some at Arad.’ 

In spite of this the neutral zone had been accepted. The Roumanians had 
advanced to the Eastern limit of this zone and finding it empty had proceeded 
as far as the Theiss. An American observer had informed him that as soon 
as the Hungarians came to know of the decision taken on March 12th,® 
the Karolyi Government would go. He had written a letter to this effect to the 
Council. The Hungarian Government had only received information on the 
19th. On that very date the Karolyi Government resigned and handed over 
its powers to Bela Kun. Bela Kun had succeeded in raising an Army solely 
to repel the unwarranted invasion of the Roumanians. The violation of the 
armistice was first made by the Roumanians in spite of the Powers and at a 
time when the Hungarian Army had gone to pieces. If the Council meant to 
take action on the ground that the Armistice had been violated, it should 
examine carefully at what date the Hungarian Army had been reconstituted. 
He was confident that it would be found that this had taken place after the 
violation of the armistice by the Roumanians. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had three observations to make on General 
Bliss’s very important statement. In the first place he agreed with him that 

* The reference is uncertain. The Supreme Council is recorded as having taken decisions 
on March is, 1919, concei-ning the departure of the Austrian Imperial Family from 
Austria and payments on the Austro-Hungarian debt, but none concerning military 
dispositions in Hungary (cf. Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: 
The Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. iv, p. 331 f.). The decision to establish a neutral zone 
between the Hungarian and Roumanian forces was taken by the Supreme Council on 
February 26, 1919, and was communicated for execution to General Franchet d’Esperey. 
On March 20 Ll.-Col. Vyx, head of the Allied Military Mission in Hungary, acting on 
behalf of General Lobit, Provisional Commander of the Allied Armies in Hungary, com- 
municated the decision of February 26 to Count M. Karolyi, head of the Hungarian Govern- 
ment. On March 21 Count Karolyi replied to Colonel Vyx that his government would not 
bear the responsibility for the execution of this decision and had that day resigned. The 
government of Count Karolyi was succeeded by that of M. Bela Kun, as stated by General 
Bliss. 
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the American delegates and he himself as British representali\'e could not 
initiate a considerable military policy without consulting tlic GovejTiiiscnls 
at home. He personally could not authorise a new war, or the resin nptifjji of 
an old war, without reference to London. In the second place he btrgged to 
dissent entirely, as far as he was concerned, from the allegation made by 
General Bliss that the breach of the armistice was merely alleged a.s a pretext 
for attacldiig the Communist Government of Hungary. He wished it to be 
understood that he was not animated by any consideration of Hungarian 
internal politics, little though he might approve of Bela Kun. He agreed 
with M. Kramarez that it was intolerable to allow the Hungarian State to 
become a military stronghold, from which economic and political disturbances 
radiated over Central Europe. When he insisted on the disarmament of 
Hungary by reason of her breach of the armistice, he was not disguising his 
intention, but stating exactly what he wished. Without the disarmament of 
Hungary, there could be no peace or settlement of frontiers in Central 
Europe. On the third point he spoke with more diffidence. General Bliss’s 
argument was based on the view that the Allied Powers were precluded from 
sending troops across the line beyond which the Hungarians were not to 
advance, according to Article I of the Armistice. He was surprised at this 
view. The Article forbade the Hungarians to go beyond the line, but did not 
explicitly forbid the Allies to cross it. Clause III moreover gave the Allies 
the ‘right of occupying all places and strategic points which may be per- 
manently fixed by the general Gommanding-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies’. 
It was difficult to reconcile this with General Bliss’s interpretation of Article L 
(For the Military Convention see Appendix G.^) There was another small 
point on which he did not wish to rely, namely, that when the Convention 
was signed, Roumania was not a belligerent. He would like to be told by 
experts in military jurisprudence whether the Roumanian advance, regret- 
able though it might have been, amounted to a breach of the Armistice in 
the same sense as the obvious and important breach made by Hungarians. 

General Bliss said that the interpretation of Article I of the Armistice 
did not require a lawyer. The very word Armistice meant the laying down 
of arms by both sides on a given line in order that civil plenipotentiaries 
should negotiate. It could not impose a purely unilateral obligation. As to 
Article III giving the Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies the right to 
occupy strategic points, no such provision had been made in the Armistice 
with Germany, But it had been feared that hostilities with Germany might 
begin again, and when the Armistice Convention with Austria had been 
negotiated, it had been stipulated that the Allied Armies should have passage 
through Austrian territory in order to threaten Germany from the South. A 
similar provision had also been made in the Convention with Hungary, The 
provision, however, did not mean that any Allied Commander could occupy 
any point he liked without reference to the Commander-in- Chief. Roumanian 
action had been taken in defiance of the wishes of General Franchet d’Esperey. 

M. Kramaroz said he did not wish to enter into the legal question. 

Not printed. See No. 3, note 6, 
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Gzeclio-Siovalda was threatened by the Hungarians. The Army of the 
Hungarians kept Gzecho-Slovalda and other countries armed and mobilised. 
This was the only question for consideration. 

M. Paghigh said he agreed with M. Kramarcz, M. Benes, and M. Vaida, 
Action ought to be taken to force Bela Kun to fulfil Hungary’s engagements 
under the Armistice. The Yugo-Siays had reason to expect that they would 
be the third victim of Hungary. Hungarians undoubtedly desired to 
re-establish Hungary in her historic frontiers. 

M. Glemengeau said that all concerned had now expressed their views. 
Two Governments, howwer, had to be consulted before action could be 
taken. 

Maiishal Fogh observed that on July nth, when he had been asked to 
study a plan of operations, the principle of action itself had not been in ques- 
tion. If it was questioned now, it would seem that the Council was in contra- 
diction with itself. 

Mr. Balfour said that he dissented entirely from what Marshal Focli had 
just said. He could not consult his Government on the propriety of military 
operations unless he knew what their nature was and what chance of success 
they offered. 

Mr. White said that as he understood the case, Marshal Foch had been 
asked to make a report to send to the Governments. Marshal Foch had made 
a most able report. He could not commit his Government and even the 
President would have to be assured that the proposal did not involve a new 
war before he could assent without consulting the Senate. 

M. Glemengeau said that this was not a subject that could be discussed. 
Each of the members of the Council was free to consult his Government. 
Marshal Foch had presented a remarkable report showing that success could 
be hoped for without a great expenditure of effort. General Bliss liad put 
forward certain questions which deserved close examination. He would 
remind the Council that Mr. Balfour had lately drafted a telegram in which 
the Council had informed Bela Kun that it could not hold any conversations 
with him. as long as he did not respect the Armistice.® No one had then 
raised any objection, 

Mr. White said that he wished that he had followed his usual method, 
and asked for time to consider the matter. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would like to point out that a state of war 
with Hungary still existed and there could be no question of a new war. 

M. Tittoni asked that the greatest secrecy be observed regarding the 
discussion. 

(It was agreed that the discussion should he resumed on the following day 

at 10.30 by the Members of the Council.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris. 

July 17, igiQ. 

8 See No. 10 , minute 6. 
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Appendix B to No. 13 

Mote sur me Actmi Eventuelle en Hongrie 

Le Gonseil Supreme des Puissances Alliees et Associees a decide, le 1 1 juiilet, 
que le Marechal Foch, ‘apres avoir consulte les autorites des divers Gouverne- 
ments interesses, etablirait un plan d’operations centre la Hongrie, et qu’il 
tiendrait ie Gonseil an courant de ses travaux dans un delai de huit joursb 

En execution de cette decision: 

Le General Pelle, pour I’Armee Tcheco-Slovaque; 

Le General Pechitch, pour I’Armee Serbe; 

Le General Prezan, pour FArmee Roumaine; 
ont ete invites a faire connaiti'e les forces que les Gouvernements Tcheco-Slovaque, 
Serbe et Roumaine pourraient respectivement coiisacrer a Foperation eventuelle 
prqjetee. 

De son cote, le General d’Esperey a ete prie d’indiquer les conditions dans 
lesquelles il pourrait renforcer la puissance ofiensive de FArmee frangaise de 
Hongrie. 

D’apres les renseignements deja requs, la situation se prdsente comme il suit 
au fbjuiliet: 

Armk Tcheco-Slovaque . — M. Masaryck met a la disposition de FEntente toutes 
les forces armees de la Republique, soit : 

6 D.I. sur le front, pretes a entrer en action; 

2 D.I. en formation, pretes le 18 juiilet. 

Effectif approximatif global : 100,000 hommes. 

Ges forces ont etd reorganisees et recompletees sous la direction de la Mission 
Militaire Francaise; elles sont actuellement en bonnes conditions pour reprendre 
les operations offensives. 

Toutefois, le besoin de munitions d’artillerie se fait imperieusement sentir; les 
entrepots sont presque vides, la production insignifiante.^ Seule, FAutriche dispose 
des stocks necessaires. 11 est done indispensable et urgent d’intervenir a Vienne 
pour que les envois de munitions soient immediatenient ent.repris.*° 

Armee Serbe . — Le Gouvernement serbe pent mettre, des a present, a la dis- 
position de FEntente: 

14 Bataillons ] 

12 Escadrons > valeur i D.I. 1/2 et i D.G. 

12 Batteries j 

soit 18 a 20,000 hommes de troupes excellentes qui seront 
pretes et a pied d’oeuvre le 18 juiilet. 

Le Gouvernement Serbe demande toutefois, comme condition de sa cooperation, 
Fappui bienveillant de FEntente, afin de faire cesser toute cause de friction avec 

® Note in original: ‘Actuellement 4 coups par jour et par piece, qui seront portes a 8 vers 
ie 15 aout.’ 

Note in original: ‘A cet effet, demander au G.al Segi*e et au G.ai Haliier de hater 
i’ervpeditioii des commandes deja effectuees a Vienne par le Gouvernement Tcheco-Slovaque 
et non encore livrees. Agir egalement aupr^s de la Delegation autrichienne de St-Gennain 
pour lui demander d’intervenir aupres de son Gouvernement afin que toutes facilitcs soient 
donnees pour ces expeditions.’ ; 



FItalie, et d’assurer la protection du territoire serbe contre les troupes et comitadjis 
bulgares.” 

Armee Roumaine.~Une reponse definitive n’est pas encore parverme sur les 
possibilites du Gouvernement Roumain. 

II parait admissible de compter, des a present, sur la totalite des forces de FArmee 
Roiimaine de FOuest, etablie sur la Theiss, soit: 

6 D.L et I D.G. representant 75.000 b. environ. 

Get effectif sera probablement renforce du fait du recompletement des unites a 
Feffectif de guerre, par prelevement sur les depots de la region Transylvaine qiii 
cornptent environ 20.000 liommes. 

L’Armee roumaine de FOuest, apres ses recents succes sur FArmee hongroise, 
est dans de bonnes conditions matmelles et morales pour reprendre la lutte. 

li est a prevoir cependant que la Roumanie, pour engager toutes ses forces d*.; 
FOuest hors de ses frontieres, demandera i etre mise en mesure de se reconstituer de 
noiivelles reserves a Finterieur, en mobilisant de nouveiles divisions. 11 sera done 
necessaire, sans doute, de lui fournir les efFets d’equipement et d’habillement dont 
elle aura besoin. 

Cette aide materielle pouri'ait lui etre donnee par FAngieterre et i’Amerique 
(dont les contingents ne participent pas a Foperation projetee) en continuant les 
envois pr^cedemment elfectues ou encore en cqurs de transport. 

Armie Frangaise de Hongrie . — Elle est actuellement disponible avee ses deux D.L, 
sa brigade de cavalerie, ses elements d’armee (3 groupes lourds, 2 Cies de chars 
blindes, une escadrille). 

Effectif 25.000 hommes, dont 20.000 combattants environ. 

L’Infanterie est au complet. L’Artillerie et les services sont a recompMter en 
personnel. 

Les moyens materiels seraient egalement a I'enforcer par prelevement sur les 
disponibilit^s de FArmee d’Orient.’^^ 

Au total, et sous reserve de confirmation des renseignements sur Farmee 
roumaine, Feffectif global dont la mise en oeuvre contre la Hongrie serait possible 
da?is un dela^ de quelques jours, s’eleverait a: 


Armee Tcheco-Slovaque . 8 D.L 100,000 h. 

Armee Serbe . . . D.I. i D.C. 20,000 h. 

Armee Roumaine . . 6 D.I. i D.G. 75,000 h. 

Armee Frangaise de Hongrie a D.L D.G. 25,000 h. 

Total General . . . 17|- D.I. 2|- D.G. 220,000 h, 

dont 160,000 cdlnbattants environ. 

En presence de ces forces, VArme Hongroise compte, d’apres les derniers ren- 
seignements: 

. 8 D.I. , 

3 Bdes d’Infanterie. 

4 Bdes de gardes frontieres. 

2 D.G. (?) 

Note in original: X’arrivee en Bulgarie des 30® et 156® D.L Francaises venant du 
Dniester permettra de donner cette derniere garantie au Gouvernement Serbe. (Isfouvc- 
rnents terminds vers la fin de juillet).’ 

Note in original: *Le G.al d’Esperey n’a pas encore repondu a la demande qui lui a 
^te adressee k ce sujet.’ 



au total, 10 a II D.I. et 2 D.G. d’un efFectif global de 150.000 liommes, dont 
100 a 120.000 combattants environ, d’une valeur imprecisee. 

De la comparaison des forces en presence, ii resulte Cjue FEntente possede, sur 
place, me jiiperiorite nummque notable par rapport a la Flongrie. 

La disposition meme de ces forces, qui encerclent les forces hongroises, constitue 
egalement une condition avantageuse pour des operations offensives. 

Mais il importe de remarquer, des a present, que ces troupes, appurtenant a 
quatre nationalites differentes, ne peuvent esperer un resultat serieux qu’a la 
condition d’etre actionnees par une direction commune. 

II est done necessaire de les placer sous une meme Direction Supmeure, agreee par 
les Gouvernements Roumain, Serbe et Tcheco-Siovaque. 

G’est a cette Direction qu’il appartiendi’a d’etablir le plan d’action militaire. 

II y a lieu, des maintenant, d’organiser cette Direction et de realiser les ententes 
necessaires avec les Etats-Majors des diverses Armees interessees. 

II est a presum er, d ’autre part, c[u’une action alliee, combinee de la sorte, par 
un effort commun des Armees Alliees resultant d’une direction unique, am^nera 
ces Armees, a bref delai, aux Fortes de Buda-Pesth. 

Dans 'cette situation, il s’agira d’etablir en Hongrie un Gouvernement d’ordre, 
avec lequel FEntente puisse signer une paix repondant a ses vues. D’ou la necessite 
de prevoir, des maintenant, un progi’amme d' action politique, succedant a Faction 
militaire, et fixant au Commandement les directives de la Gonference pour 
Fetablissement du nouveau Gouvernement Hongrois. 

Muni de ces directives, le Commandement pourra determiner le regime pro- 
visoire d’occupa don du pays, et faire refluer les troupes alliees, devenues disponibles, 
au“dela de leurs frontieres respectives. 

En resume: 

Les forces dont dispose FEntente paraissent suffisantes pour entreprendre, a 
tres bref delai et avec chances de succes, une operation militaire contre FHongrie, 
aux conditions suivantes : 

1°) — Une Direction Supmeure unique des operations est a oi'ganiser; 

2) — On demande h la Gonference de donner des directives qui permettent k 
cette Direction Superieure d’asseoir un nouveau Gouvernement repondant aux 
vues de FEntente, et de regler les conditions de Foccupation ulterieure du pays; 

3) — Les moyens materiels des troupes sont a completer, ce qui comporte: 
une intervention aupres du Gouvernement de Vienne, et aupres de sa Dele- 

gation de Saint-Germain, pour la fourniture des munitions aux Tclieco- 

Slovaques ; 

la livraison de'materiel, d’equipement et d’liabiilement a la Roumanie par 

ies Puissances de FEntente; 

4) — Enfin, il y a lieu d’envisager egalement Forganisation du ravitaillement 
de la population civile hongroise, ravitaOlement c|ui serai t assure et controle par 
Forganisation anglaise chargee du fonctionnement de la ligne de communication 
fluviale du Danube. 
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No. 14 


H. D. 10.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Friday, 

July i8, igig, at lo.o a.m. 

Present: U.S,A.: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretary, 
Sir Percy Loraine, Bt. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, Gapt. de 
St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Lieut, Burden. British Empire: Gapt. E. 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Fortier, Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 

Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Alantoux. 

I . M. Glemenceau said he had received a dispatch stating that the Greeks 

had committed atrocities in Smyrna and its neighbourhood. 
Proposal to send (Appendix A.) The Sheikh-ul-Islam formally accused them. 
Commissioners to wished to propose to his Colleagues that they should send 
orders in Anatolia ^ Commission of Enquiry. Ihe Council was not without 
responsibility, seeing that it had sent the Greeks to Smyrna. 

Mr. Balfour said he had been much concerned about the reports from 
Asia Minor. A question had been asked in the tioiise of Commons. It had 
been found on investigation that the Greeks had in fact committed atrocities. 
M. Venizeios had been greatly perturbed, and had himself been forced to 
admit the truth of the allegations. 

M. Tittoni said that fighting between the Turks and Greeks must be put 
an end to. It was very bitter, and no quarter was given on either side. 

M. Glemenceau ^fked whether his colleagues would be prepared to agree 
at once to the dispatch of the Commission. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would prefer, before deciding to do this, to 
discuss the whole question of Asia Minor. He did not object to the proposal 
in itself, though he would point out that if Commissions of Enquiry had to be 
sent to investigate all charges of atrocities throughout the world, he did not 
think he would be able to lay his hand on a sufficient number of officers. 

M. Glemenceau said he proposed to send French Commissioners, even if 
his Colleagues appointed none. He would, however, prefer that they should 
do so. 

AfR. Balfour said that he had no objection, but that it was more important 
to prevent recurrences of atrocities in the future than to investigate those 
which had already taken place. Control could only be exercised by the 
Conference through the local Gommander-in-Ghief. 

M. Glemenceau said that Mr. Balfour’s plan would only result in the 
issuing of a proclamation, which would have no effect at all. The Allies 
would have to deal with the Turks hereafter, and it must be made clear to 
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them that they did not send the Greeks to Smyrna merely to commit 
atrocities. 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed with M. Clemenceau, It was very impor- 
tant to make the Turks feel that the Allies did not propose to have them 
massacred. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the atrocities complained of had been 
committed by soldiers. They should be checked by the Gommander-in- 
Ghief in Anatolia. Orders of the Council could be sent and executed through 
Mm. He would have certain proposals to make on this subject, and he thought 
that M. GlemenceaMs plan would fit in with his own. 

(It was decided that the question of appointing a Commission of Enquiry 
should be postponed till the Meeting in the afternoon.) 

2. M. Clemenceau said that he had received an account of proceedings at 

Dedeagatch which, seeing that Italy as well as the other Allies 
Fratermsatmi of Bulgaria, deserved comment and perhaps 

sarian Officers ^-Ction by the Italian Government. (For this information see 
Appendix B.^) 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed with M. Clemenceau that the behaviour 
of the Italian officers in fraternising with the Bulgarians was, if correctly 
reported, highly reprehensible. He undertook to have an enquiry made into 
the matter, and asked that M. Glemenceau’s information be handed to him. 

3. Mr. White informed the Council that he had received the following 

telegram from President Wilson, and asked his colleagues what 
Telegram from answer he should give on their behalf: — 

President Wilson , • 1 1 • • i • 1 r* 

regarding policy Respecting the decision announced m your telegram of 

in Turkey June 30th, to postpone further discussion of the Treaty with 
the Ottoman Government until the Government of the United 
States is in a position to say whether it will be able to undertake a mandate 
for a part of Turkish territory, I am afraid that the delay which this will 
involve will be very considerable and should like to know what attitude 
towards Turkey the Powers propose to take in the meantime.’ 

M. Clemenceau said that the only attitude the Powers could adopt as far 
as he knew was one of expectancy. He was for certain reasons not ready to 
talk about Asia Minor. He did not know what kind of declaration the 
President expected the Council to make. 

Mr. White said he thought perhaps the President^had the maintenance 
of order in his mind. 

M. Clemenceau said that on this subject the Council would take the 
necessary measures in concert. As to the future he could at present enter into 
no pledges. If the Greeks, Turks, and Italians were fighting it was not his fault. 
Mr, White asked if M. Glemenceau’s intention was to wait until the 

’ Not printed. This appendix contained a brief French report, dated July 18, 1919, 
stating that on July 7 Italian officers at Dedeagach had given a soiree which was enlivened 
by a Bulgarian military band and repeated cries of ‘ Five ITtalis! Vive la BulgarieF 



Government of the United States was in a, position to say whether it would 
undertake a mandate. 

M. Glemenceau said he would not undertake to wait indefinitely. For the 
lime being he could make no statement. When other work had been done, 
the Council would do its best to settle the affairs of Turkey. All he could say 
in reply to the President’s message was that the Council had taken note of it. 
President Wilson knew full well what the difficulties were. He wished to 
obtain a mandate in Armenia and an American Commissioner had been 
appointed.^ He asked for part of Cilicia, and was favoiii'ably disposed 
towards accepting a mandate for Constantinople. The question of Constanti- 
nople was one of the greatest importance for Europe. It had caused wars in 
the past, and required the closest study. 

Mr. Balfour agreed that no definite answer could at present be given 
to President Wilson. The President was unfortunately prevented by the 
American Constitution from undertaking anything for the time being. Mean- 
while the Council would try and maintain order in Turkey, 

(It was agreed that Mr. White should reply in the above sense to the Presi- 
dent’s telegram.) 

4. M. Tittoni read the following agreement between himself and M. Veiii- 
Agreement between t* ■« 

M. Tittoni and iigne de partage entre ies deux occupations grecque 

M. Venizelos et italieiine en Asie Mineure commence de I’embouchure de 
regarding Greek and la riviere du K. Menderez, elle en suivra le coursjusqu’a la 
Italian zones of hauteur de la route Ayassoluk-Scalanova, de la elle suivra 
AnatdiT Hgne de I’occupation grecque de Ayassoluk et de la vieilie 

Ephese. 

‘De la vieilie Ephese elle suivra une Iigne distante en moyenne de 
600 metres du chemin de fer Smyrne-Aidin a Fouest puis au sud du dit 
chemin de fer, et qui sera fixee sur place par Ies deux Gouveniements grec 
et italien, pour permettre aux troupes grecques de proteger le chemin de 
fer des coups de main de la part de Gomitagis. 

‘Ensuite arrivera jusqu’a la riviere Muschluk-Deresi qu’elle suivra juscpi’a 
sa jonction avec le Menderez. 

‘De la die suivra le thalweg du Menderez vers I’Est jusqu’a . . . ^ [Keuch k j 
(carte de Kiepert au 400.000, ed. 1911). 

‘Les deux Gouvernements s’engagent a ne pas depasser la Iigne ci- 
“ dessus dablie. Cette occupation d’ailleurs n’a qu’un caractere provisoirc 
repondant a I’etat de fait actuel, la ddiberation sur le regime dihinibf dc 
ces regions etant reserve a la Conference. 

‘Chacun des Gouvernements des deux Etats s’eiigage a accorder sur le 
territoire qu’il occupe pleine et entide protection aux con-nationaux de 
I’autre. Des instructions seront donnees aux deux commandements aiin 
que les officiers de[s] deux armees entretiennent les uns vis-a-vis des autres 
les relations ies plus amicables [^2V].’ 

See No. 3, minute 3. s Punctuation as in original. 



He explained that the expression 'occupation’ implied occupation at the 
present time. 

Mr. Balfour said that the question must be considered from a larger 
aspect than that of a friendly agreement between the Greeks and the Italians. 
The Entente had told the Greeks to go to Smyrna. Since their arrival there 
was a divergence of opinion as to whether they had or had not obeyed the 
instructions of the British Naval authority on the spot. Commodore Fitz- 
Maurice considered that they had exceeded their orders, which were not to 
go beyond the Sandjak of Smyrna. This might not be the fault of M. Veni- 
zelos, but nevertheless it would seem that the harm was done. As to the 
Italians (he knew this was not M. Tittoni’s policy) they had gone to Asia 
Minor without informing their Allies, and they had made successive advances 
into the country, also without informing them. The Council of Three had 
informed M. Orlando that there could be no possible conversations until the 
Italian troops had been entirely withdrawn. Then a change of Government 
had taken place in Italy, and there had been a friendly meeting with 
M. Tittoni. M. Tittoni had said that the Italian Government would be put 
into a very serious difficulty if the British and French Governments insisted 
on the total withdrawal of the Italian troops.^ No formal decision had been 
taken as a result of this declaration, but the French and British Governments 
had not insisted. 

M. Clemengeau observed that it had been decided to send M. Tittoni 
an answer. 

Mr. Balfour, continuing, said that, in effect, nothing had been done. 
There were, therefore, in Anatolia, Greek troops who were disobeying orders, 
and Italian troops who were there without orders. From this resulted a 
difficult and confused situation. He was anxious that no national susceptibili- 
ties should be hurt, but he supposed that the Council also had susceptibilities. 
He thought, therefore, that he might suggest that the whole method of pro- 
cedure should be altered. The Greeks had been told to consult a naval 
officer before making any movement. It was not the business of a naval 
officer to know all the intricacies of land operations. This system had not 
worked well. The Italian troops, on the other hand, acted in an irresponsible 
manner, and were under no Allied control. Would it not be better for the 
orders of the Council to be conveyed to all the troops in Asia Minor through 
its local Gommander-in-Ghief? In Eastern Europe, General Fraiichet 
d’Esperey was the medium for the Council’s policy and Marshal Foch in the 
rest of Europe. Why should the same procedure not be adopted in Asia 
Minor, where the Gommander-in-Ghief was General Allenby? It was not 
because General Allenby was a British officer that he suggested this, but 
because he was Gommander-in-Ghief. There might even be some advantage 
ill his being British, seeing that the British Government had no interests in tlie 
region affected. He suggested, therefore, that General Allenby be utilised 
as an agent of the Council just as Marshal Foch and General Fraiichet 
d’Esperey in other parts of the world. If this were done, the Turks would 
4 See No. 4, note 8. 



realise that the Conference did not approve of outrages, and that they were 
to be put a stop to. The face of both Greeks and Italians would be saved, and 
order would be established in Turkey. This solution would not only be 
logical, but would conduce to sound administration. This method could not 
injure Italian pride, as there w^ere Italian troops at Konia already under 
General Alleiiby’s command. A very difficult situation could thus be regu- 
larised and some order could be made to i^eign over the trespasses of the 
Greeks and the unauthorised presence of the Italians. 

M. PiGHON said that he thought that General Milne was directly in 
command. 

Mr. Balfour said he thought that was the case, but that General Milne 
was under the superior authority of General Allenby, 

M. Glemengeau said that to speak his mind freely, though he had great 
respect for General Allenby, he felt that, in Turkey, he acted as a British 
officer receiving orders from the British Government rather than as an Allied 
Gommandeh-in-Gliief. The effect of his activities was distinctly anti-French. 
This ambiguous situation was unsatisfactory. General Allenby commanded 
British troops as a British General. As an Allied Commander-in-Ghief he 
refused to allow French troops to be relieved. He refused to allow them to 
enter Syria. He placed them in Cilicia, knowing that the mandate of Cilicia 
was likely to go to the Americans. All his agents were consistently against 
the French. On every occasion, he said that the unpopularity of the French, 
troops rendered their relief or their stationing in Syria undesirable. There 
was a pyramid of files on this subject, and he could prove what he said. 
General Hamelin had telegraphed that he did not dare celebrate the 14th 
of July, to which he (M. Clemenceau) had replied, ordering that the day 
should be celebrated. It had been done and there had been no trouble. In 
Damascus, the French had been welcomed, in spite of all General Allenby 
had said. As a result of all this, a condition of confidence did not exist. Pie 
would have more to say on the subject later, but he was so anxious to make 
peace, that he did not absolutely refuse Mr. Balfour’s proposals, provided 
some assurance would be given that General Allenby would consider himself 
not a British, but an Allied agent. 

Mr. Balfour said that he regretted M. Clemenceau had raised the vexed 
question of Syria.s He did not believe that his charges against General 
Allenby could be sustained. M. Clemenceau said that he had provoked 
agitation against the French. 

M. Clemenceau said that General AJlenby’s agents had done so even if he 
had not. He had also refused to allow the relief of French troops already in 
the country. 

Mr. Balfour said that he felt sure that no responsible British officer 
desired to impair French popularity in Syria. They knew that, under no 
circumstances, would Great Britain accept a mandate in Syria. The British 
Government, therefore, had no motive for creating difficulties in the path of 
others. He did not wish to pursue this matter, but only to enter his caveat 
5 For this question see Vol. I V of this series. 
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against these allegations. M. Glemenceau might be thoroughly assured that 
any officer, British or other, to whom the work was entrusted, would be 
impartial. He thought, in fact, the officer in charge would be General Milne, 
acting under the directions of General Allenby. This said, he did not think 
he need add anything to the arguments he had previously used. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had not disagreed with the proposal, but 
had felt it necessary to make a reservation. 

Mr. White said that he was inclined to approve of Mr. Balfour’s proposal. 
An arrangement made only between the Italians and Greeks would not 
reassure the Turks. The proposal would regularise the position of the 
Italians, who had gone to the country without the authority of the Con- 
ference. The Gommander-in-Ghief would be able to issue orders to Turks, 
Greeks and Italians, and thus the Conference would be put in charge of the 
situation. 

M. Tittoni said that (as Mr. White had observed), the proposal under 
discussion w’’ould amount to an official recognition of Italian presence in 
Asia Minor. He took note of this, as he thought that this ultimately must be 
done. Italian troops were there. They could not physically be there and 
officially not be there. He, personally, had not sent them there, but he was, 
nevertheless, in an equivocal position and he would like it regularised. 

M. Glemenceau said that though M. Tittoni was not responsible for send- 
ing Italian troops to Asia Minor, he seemed disposed to take advantage of 
their presence there. He trusted that whatever arrangements were made, 
M. Tittoni would not base any claim on this situation again. 

M. Tittoni said that he undertook not to plead accomplished facts, but to 
rely entirely on justification based on title. 

M. Glemenceau said that provisionally the Council should accept the 
arrangements made between the Greeks and the Italians, and that it should 
also accept Mr. Balfour’s proposal as giving the Council a means of being 
obeyed, provided only that the question of substance was entirely reserved. 
On this understanding only would he accept these arrangements. He 
suggested that M. Venizelos be asked to come into the room to express his 
formal adhesion to the arrangement made with M. Tittoni. 

(M. Venizelos then entered the room.) 

M. Glemenceau, addressing M. Venizelos, said that the Council was 
about to take two decisions, to one of which he was a Party. 

M. Venizelos said that he was in full agreement with M. Tittoni. 

M. Glemenceau said that the agreement was accepted by the Council 
subject to the proviso that it did not affect the ultimate decision either on 
Greek or on Italian rights. Furthermore, the local Commander-'in- Chief 
would be in control of all troops — Turkish, Greek and Italian. They would 
have to obey the orders of GeneraTMilne. It was probable also that Com- 
missioners would be sent to enquire into the atrocities which it was reported 
had been committed by Greek troops. M. Venizelos was doubtless aware 
of what had taken place. 



M. Venizelos said that he fully understood. He would, however, observe 
that the Government at Constantinople was not in full control of the situation. 
Action at the Capital therefore might not produce ail the effect desired in 
Anatolia. The Committee of Union and Progress still had more power than 
appeared on the surface. 

M. Glemengp:au observed that M. Venizelos himself did not always control 
the actions of his countrymen. 

M. Venizelos said that whenever excesses had been complained of, he had 
caused the culprits to be severely punished. There had been two executions. 
He did not wish to conceal anything and was quite ready to accept the 
Commission of enquir^c He wished, however, to leave a note with the 
Council, asking for the execution of t\vo Clauses of the Armistice,^’ namely 
the disarmament of Turkey and the control of railways either by Allied 
troops or failing them by Greek troops and Allied Officers. (See Appendix 
C.^) He further asked that he might be heard when the Council came to 
determine the southern frontier of Bulgaria. 

(This was agreed to.) 

(M. Venizelos then withdrew and it was decided that his note should be 
submitted to the experts.) 

(It was decided provisionally to accept the agreement reached between 
M. Tittoni and M. Venizelos, as given above.) 

It was further decided to adopt the foliowdng Resolution proposed by 
Mr. Balfour: — 

1. Resolved that the Conference shall communicate to the Turkish 
Government their intention of immediately marking out the limiting lines 
beyond which neither Greek nor Italian troops will be permitted to move, 
all rights secured to the AlHes under the armistice being of course reserved. 
The Turkish Government is required to withdraw its troops to a position 
which win he determined by the Commander-in- Chief. The Turkish 
Government shall be at the same time informed that the limiting lines 
above referred to, have no relation to the ultimate territorial arrang<;ments 
which will he imposed by the Peace Conference. 

2. The Commander-iii-CMef of the forces belonging to the Allied and 
Associated Powers in the Asiatic possessions of Turkey shall be directed to 
send officers who, after communicating with the Senior Naval Officer at 
Smyrna, and the Italian and Greek Generals, shall fix the military lines 
ahove referred to. 

3. Any future movement of the Allied forces shall be under the supreme 
direction of the Commander-in-Ghief who is responsible to the Conference 
for military operations in the Asiatic portion of the Turkish Empire. 

The i-eference was to the Armistice of Port Mudros, concluded on Ocloljcr 30. 19 lO, 
between Admiral Calthorpe, British Gommander-in-Chief of tlie Mediteri-anean Fleet, and 
the Turkish representatives. (Gf. British and Foreign State Papers , vol. cxi, pp. 6 u- 1 3,) 

The clauses in question were nos. 15 and 20. 

^ Not printed. The note was as summarized by M. Venizelos. As regards railways, it 
proposed the occupation of the lines converging upon Smyrna, at least as far as Baiikesri 
to the north and Ala Shehr to the ‘east. X 
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5- M. Glemengeau questioned whether it would be useful to discuss this 
matter before Mr. Balfour and Mr, White had obtained the 
Military opera- views of their Governments. 

tions against Mr. White said that he would like more precise information 
Hungary before he consulted his Government. 

Mr. Balfour said that the policy he would like to see 
carried out was ; — 

( 1 ) that the execution of the armistice by Hungary was required by the 

^ Conference; 

(2) that if the armistice were carried out, Roumanian troops should with- 

draw to the original frontier; 

(3) that the Allies could not negotiate Peace with those who were break- 

ing their engagements; 

(4) that the Conference could not tolerate the continuation of conditions 

which would make Peace, Commerce and disarmament in Central 

Europe impossible. 

Unless satisfactory evidence of compliance were obtained the necessary 
steps should be taken to enforce the will of the Conference. His attention 
had been drawn that morning to certain figures given on the previous day 
by Marshal Foch regarding the forces at the disposal of Bela Kun. (See H. D. 9 
para. 3,^ first statement by Marshal Foch.) His own hypothesis had been that 
the Hungarians were trying to collect an aggressive force to attack their 
neighbours. If this was untrue, the policy built upon it naturally must be 
abandoned, but if the hypothesis were true, he would recommend his 
Government to agree to military action. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that four Officers representing each of the 
Powers concerned should be sent to Hungary to verify the military situation 
and that Bela Kun be asked to allow them to make their investigation. 
Should he refuse, he would be admitting his guilt. Should he accept, the 
Council would be in a position to form an accurate judgment. A short time 
ago the Council had addressed him and said that no further conversation 
could be held with him because he had broken the Armistice. He had replied 
that a breach of the Armistice had been committed not by him but by 
the Roumanians.^ The Council before acting, wished to know the exact 
truth. 

M. Tittoni said that he had no objection but he would like to re-enforce 
this action. The Council was dealing with a man whose ill-faith was pro- 
verbial. He had already used such communication as he had had with the 
Powers for his own advantage. He represented a small minority ruling an 
immense majority which was deprived of the means of rebelling. If his 
permission were solicited, this would increase his prestige. The Commission 
should be sent to Hungary without asking for his consent. 

® No. 13, minute 3. 

® See No. I o, minute 6, and No. u, minute I. 



M. Glemengf^au said that he entirely agreed. 

Mr. White drew attention to the resolution of the Council recorded in 
H. D. 7 para® 1’'“, taken on July 15th: — 

It was decided to refer the communication received from Bela Kuii to 

Marshal Foch for a full report on the observances and non-observances of 

the original armistice conditions by all parties concerned.’ 

M. Glemengeau said that information obtained direct from the country 
would be more valuable than any information accessible to Marshal Foch. 

M. Tittoni said that the Commission should be numerous in order that it 
should produce a great moral effect. 

M. Glemengeau thought that four General Officers would be sufficient. 
Instructions could be given to them, before they started, by the Council. 

Mr. White said that he would prefer to reserve his opinion until the 
afternoon’s meeting. 

(Itwas agreed that the decision should foe postponed until the next meeting 
at 4 p.m. on the same day.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 18, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 14 
Telegramme du Sheikh-ul-Islam 

Affaires Etrangeres. 

CONSTANTINOPLE, k ig juilkt, 

20 h. 45, repi le 16 a ig h. 

Son Excellence, M. Clemenceau, President de la Conference de la Paix. Apres 
I’occupation de la ville de Smyrne, occupation que rien ne jiistifiait d’ailleurs, les 
troupes hellenes se sont etendues graduellement sur les aiitres parties du vilayet. 
Elies y occupent differentes localites dont les populations sont en grande majorite 
ou en totalite musulmanes. 

L’entree des troupes hellenes dans chacune de ces localites est suivie de toiites 
sortes de violences et d’atrocites centre les elements musulmans, atrocites aux- 
quelles participent aussi les Grecs indigenes. 

Les quartiers musulmans sont incendies et leurs habitants mis a mort sans merci, 
les enfants et les femmes ne sont pas epargnees. Gelles-ci sont violees et tu^es avec 
des raffinements de cruaute. Tel a ete le mort [? sort] de la ville d’Aidin, une des 
principales villes de la province ainsi que d’autres localites oil I’enorme majorite 
de la population est musulraane. 

Des miliiers de iVIusuImans ont peri et plus de 150.000 out ete obliges pour 
echapper aii[x] massacres et aux horreurs, de quitter leurs foyers, et de se refiigier a 
Finterieur du pays oii ils se trouvent actuellement sans abri et dans im 6tat de 
denuement cornplet. 

” No. iij minute i. 
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Ges faits pourraient etre constates facilement par une commission d’enquete 
dont nous soilicitons I’envoi immediat sur les lieux, 

D’autre part les autorites helleniques font venir dans la pi'cvincCj pour les 
installer, un grand nombre de Grecs des autres provinces de la Turquie ou de 
Fexterieur en vue de remplacer les indigenes [?qui] s'en etaient eloignes. 

Ge fait, rapproche de ceux qui precedent ne permet pas de douter que le but 
poursuivi est evidemment de faire pmr les Musulmans en les exterminant syste- 
matiquement ou en les obligeant a quitter leurs foyers sous Finfluence de la terreur, 
et de les remplacer par des Grecs. 

Profondement emu par le danger qui menace les populations musulmanes du 
vilayet de Smyrna, le Gouvernement imperial croit de son devoir de le signaler a 
la bienveillance attentive des grandes Puissances Alliees. 

Le Gouvernement imperial est persuade que ces puissances ne manqueront pas 
dans leur juste et haute appreciation de pi’endre toutes les dispositions qu’elles 
jugeront efficaces de prendre pour mettre fin a une situation qui, il en a la ferme 
conviction, ne repond ni a leurs intentions ni aux sentiments de justice et d’equite 
dont elles sont animees envers tous les peuples. 

La plus juste de ces dispositions et celle qui repondrait en meme temps ie mieux 
aux principes du President Wilson, serait evidemment la prompte evacuation par 
les Hellenes des territoires qu’ils ont occupes en Asie-Mineure et sur lesquels ils 
n’ont aucun droit valable. 

Le Grand Vizir par interim, le Sheikh-ul-Islam Moustafa Sabri. 


No. IS 

H. D. II.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. PichoFs Roo77i at the Qiiai dHrsay, Paris, on Friday, 

July i8, igig, at 4.0 pan. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H, White; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfoui', O.M., M.P. ; secretaries. 
Sir Ian Malcolm., K.G.M.G., Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Piclion; secretaries, M. Dutasta, Gapt. 
de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. : Colonel Grant. British Empire: Lieut.--Com. 

Beil. France: Gapt. A. Fortier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi. 

Interpreter : Prof. P, J. Mantoux. 

I. ' 

smuh„ [Not printed]- 

question 

The question concerned the financial position and technical reorganisation of the 
Siidbahn railway company in consequence of the dissolution of the Austro-Hungai’ian 
monarchy. After a short discussion the Supreme Council accepted, subject to subsequent- 
approval by Signor Grespi, the draft for article 320 of the Treaty of St. Germain. 



2 . M. Lougheur said that the question only concerned France, Great 
Britain, the United States and Belgium. The Representatives 
Report by M. countries had received the Report (see Annex [Appen- 

Loucheur on the 

Tittoni asked whether the Commission ^ dealt with the 
economic questions. 

M. Loucheur said that it did not do so, but that a Report had been 
accepted unanimously by the Experts: it was based on the two German 
notes annexed to the Report. In order to summarise the question it was 
sufficient to say that the Germans in their note had always desired to 
modify the text of the Treaty as submitted to them, and that they had further 
attempted to interpret it in their own way. Our Commission had always 
rejected the modifications asked for, but it had always taken up a conciliatory 
attitude in questions of interpretation. The Commission thought that in 
acting ill this way it was following the political lead which had been given 
to it. Amongst the modifications asked for, it had been thought necessary to 
reject the one wffiich dealt with an Imperial Commission. The Commissioner 
who would have been nominated by the Germans ought, according to them, 
to be consulted by the Inter-Allied Commission which ought only to act in 
agreement with him. The Germans had also given a wrong interpretation 
to certain terms in the Convention; they had thought the terms in question 
full of pitfalls. They thought that the Allies desired to intervene in questions 
of primary education and in religious problems. They had been reassured 
and told that such a thing had never been in the intentions of the Allies. 
During the discussions there had only been one difficult point. The Germans 
had stated that the Imperial Commissioner had been nominated : they had 
been told in reply that the Commissioner should be acceptable to the Allies. 
In addition to this it had not been possible to agree to the Commissioner 
being a Representative of the Federal States. The Germans had been told 
that if all the Federal States agreed to nominate the same person he 
would be accepted. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the German Constitution liad been ex- 
amined. 


M. Loucheur replied that the German Constitution had been carefully 
examined. The remarks made to the German Delegates on the subject of 
the Commissioner had been suggested to them by the members of the 
Commission for the Rhine Convention. In addition, by one of the Glauses 
of the Convention given we had the right of having delivered to us persons 
who having committed crime on the left bank of the Rhine, had taken refuge 
on the right. The Germans replied that they could not accept this clause on 
account of the question of extradition. They had been told that the qisestion 
of extradition did not arise since both the banks of the Rhine w^ere German 
territory. The proposals had therefore been rejected and the clause in 
question upheld. If the j'eport were accepted, it was proposed that it sliould 

^ The reference was evidently to the Commission on the Left Bank of the Rhirie of which 
M. Loucheur was chairman. 


be sent in the form of a note to the German Delegation by the President of 
the Peace Conference. 

(The reply to the German notes on the Rhine Convention imanimoiisly 
recommended by M. Loucheur’s Commission was therefore accepted, and 
it was further decided that an English text should be presented along with 
the French one after examination by the Drafting Committee.) 

3. M. Tittoni said he wished to present the following note in the name of 
the Italian Government: — 

Reservation by the ‘The Italian Delegation reminds the Conference in the 
on the subjecu^^ following terms of the reservation which it had made pre- 
the Austrian viously in similar terms with regard to the Peace Treaty with 
Peace Treaty Germany: the first reservation had been accepted by the 
Supreme War Council at its meeting of the 1 6th June. The 
Italian Delegation thinks that the stipulations contained in the Conven- 
tion of the League of Nations do not apply to territorial questions, or to such 
arrangements as may arise out of them ; for these latter have been part of the 
duties of the Peace Conference, and have not yet been definitely settled.* 
Mr. Balfour said that M. Tittoni’s statement amounted to this: the Italian 
frontiers have not yet been settled. If, therefore, the Italian Delegation 
agreed to sign the Treaty without reservation, as this latter includes the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, they might be compelled to accept 
decisions which they did not fully know beforehand. It would not be just, 
and for this reason the Italian reservation had been made. 

M. Tittoni said that the reservation only applied to frontiers not yet 
settled. He thought that the duty of settling such frontiers fell to the Peace 
Conference, and not to the League of Nations. 

Mr. Balfour said he agreed entirely, but that he wished to ask a question. 
If the reservation were accepted and an agreement arrived at with regard to 
frontiers, could Italy at some future time, ten years hence possibly, raise the 
question again on the plea that it had made reservations? Pie therefore asked 
that the reservation should lapse at the date of the settlement of the frontier 
question, 

M. Tittoni said that the text of his reservation allowed for that, since it 
dealt with frontiers ‘not yet definitely settled’. When once the frontiers were 
settled the reservation lapsed. 

Mr. White said that they were only called upon to take note of a reserva- 
tion. 

M. Glemenceau said that possibly they might be called upon to take note 
of it under Mr. Balfour’s interpretation. 

M, Tittoni said that all that was asked for was that the frontiers between 
Italy and Jugo-Slavia should be settled by the Council and not by the 
League of Nations. 

(Cognisance wms taken of the following reservation made by BI. Tittoni on 
behalf of Italy;-— : '■ . ... 

‘The Italian Delegation desired to recall and the [to] renew in the 



foiloiving terms the reservation made by it on the subject of the Treaty 
with Germany which the Supreme Council accepted at its Meeting on 
June 16th. 

The Italian Delegation is of the opinion that stipulations of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations are not applicable to territorial questions and 
to the arrangements connected therewith, which having been made the 
subjects of consideration by the Peace Conference have not yet been 
settled.’) 


4. M. Glemengeau said that tliey were called upon to send out a Commission 
of Enquiry into Asia Minor. 

Mr. White said that he had examined the question, and that 
he did not think he was able to reply to it without first referring 
it to liis Government. 

Mr, Balfour said that he accepted the principle of the 
Committee of Enquiry, but that he could not nominate his representatives 
before Monday. ^ 

M. Tittoni said that he was in the same position as Mr. Balfour. 


Nomination of i 
Commission of 
enquiry in Asia 
Minor 


(It was decided to send a Commission to Asia Minor consisting of one 
Commissioner each from Great Britain, France and Italy, The participa" 
tion of the United States in this Commission was referred to the American 
Government.) 


5. The question of nominating a Military Commission to enquire into the 
Commission of Enquiry situation in Hungary was adjourned until Monday,*^ so as 
for Hungary to await Mr. Balfour’s and Mr. White’s acceptances. 


6. At this moment the experts, General Bliss, Mr. Hoover, General Belin, 
General Gavallero, Coi. MacReady, Col. Kisch, and Com- 
Qitestion oj mandant Lacombe entered the room. 

Russian prisoners HoovER summarised the report contained in Annex 

in Germany. r a t t t> ^ 

Mr. Hoovefs [Appendix] B. _ 

Report M. Glemengeau said that the question involved shipping. 

Mr. Hoover said that M. Glemenceau’s remark was true, 
but that a decision had to be arrived at as to the port into which the boats 
were to be sent and the method of transport by railway. The repatriation of 
the prisoners might take two to three months, and they would have to be fed 
during the period. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought the question was a military one, 
and that it should be studied by the military experts at Versailles. 

Mr. Balfour said that the British Red Gross had spent nearly a million 
pounds in the up-keep of these prisoners. This would have to be discontinued 
on account of the. approaching demobilisation, but that the Red Gross 
organisation was willing to devote its stores to this purpose, they [jfr] would 
suffice to feed the prisoners for 15 days. , 

Mr. Hoover remarked that the stock in question would only feed the 
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35}000 prisoners in the charge of the British Red Gross, and that it would not 
supply the other prisoners. 

Mr. Balfour asked why the Germans should not be approached in this 
matter. We have undertaken the feeding of these prisoners for seven months 
without being obliged to do so. The Allies have done it in order to prevent 
the Germans from repatriating the prisoners under circumstances dis- 
advantageous to themselves. Ought not, therefore, the Germans to be invited 
to take charge of the feeding of the prisoners? He was told by his experts that 
Marshal Foch might quite well deal with the question, 

Mr. White said a plan of repatriation had been accepted by the Council 
of Ten in the month of June. He thought that the Ukrainians and the Poles 
had prevented the plan from being put into execution. 

Mr. Hoover said that the military authorities ought, therefore, to investi- 
gate the means of transport necessary, and study the question of feeding the 
prisoners. It should not be forgotten that a political question also arose, 
since the Allies had maintained the prisoners in Germany in order to prevent 
them joining the Bolsheviks. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not think Marshal Foch could deal with 
the question, wliich was a political and financial one. The Allies were not 
dealing with prisoners taken by themselves, but with prisoners made by an 
enemy army. He, therefore, proposed to deal with the political and financial 
questions. Once they were decided upon, the manner in wliich they could 
be carried out could be investigated. He desired to have the opinion of his 
Military Experts on the point in question, which was, after all, a problem 
of military politics. It had been desired to avoid sending the Russian 
prisoners lest they should reinforce the Bolshevik Army or spread themselves 
out over Poland. The danger to-day was not so great as far as Poland was 
concerned, and Military Experts could deal with it. 

General Bliss said that the question did not seem to him to be in a condi- 
tion to be submitted to Versailles. It contained two problems. Mr. Hoover 
had stated that there were no funds available for feeding the prisoners. How 
could they be supported, therefore, if the Germans refused to have anything 
to do with it? After that, the question arose as to how they should be 
repatriated and this raised the following problems : Firstly, were the prisoners 
to be repatriated immediately? Secondly, were they to be repatriated through 
Poland to the nearest Russian territory? Thirdly, were they to be repatriated 
to Black Sea Ports? Fourthly, if one of these alternatives is accepted, who 
would undertake to execute it? Fifthly, who would undertake to send the 
supplies and the personnel necessary in the interval? Could not the proposal 
made by the Economic Commission on the 17th June'^ be accepted? In any 
case, it was necessary to take immediately the necessary measures for repatri- 
ating the prisoners. Some solution had to be adopted rapidly, because the 
operations would require a good deal of time and must be concluded before 
winter. If the proposal is accepted, our own Delegation and the Allied 
Delegations could telegraph to tlieir Governments to obtain the necessary 
4 The reference is rmcertam. 



follo'wng terms the reservation made by it on the subject of the Treaty 
with Germany which the Supreme Council accepted at its Meeting on 
June 16th. 

The Italian Delegation is of the opinion that stipuIatiouB of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations are not applicable to territorial questions and 
to the arrangements connected therewith, which ha\dng been, made the 
subjects of consideration by the Peace Conference have not yet been 
settled.’) 

4. M. Glemengeau said that they were called upon to send out a Gommissioii 
of Enquiry into Asia Minor. 

Nomination of a WHITE said that he had examined the question, and that 

Commission oj think he was able to reply to it without first referring 

enquiry in Asia . . . ^ ^ ^ ° 

Minor Government. 

Mr. Balfour said that he accepted the principle of the 
Committee of Enquiry, but that he could not nominate his representatives 
before Monday. ^ 

M. Tittoni said that he was in the same position as Mr. Balfour. 

(It was decided to send a Commission to Asia Minor consisting of one 
Commissioner each from Great Britain, France and Italy. The participa- 
tion of the United States in this Commission w^as referred to the American 
Goveimment.) 


5. The question of nominating a Military Commission to enquire into the 
Commission of Enquiry situation in Hungary was adjourned until Monday, ^ so as 
for Hungary to await Mr. Balfour’s and Mr. White’s acceptances. 


6. At this moment the experts, General Bliss, Mr. Hoover, General Belin, 
General Gavallero, Col MacReady, Col. Kisch, and Com- 
Qiiestion of mandaiit Lacombe entered the room. 

Rusnan prisoners HoovER summarised the report contained in Annex 

Mr. Hmmt'r [Appendix] B. 

Report M. Glemengeau said that the question involved shipping. 

Mr. Hoover said that M. Glemenceau’s remark was true, 
but that a decision had to be arrived at as to the port into which the boats 
were to be sent and the method of transport by railway. The repatriation of 
the prisoners might take two to three months, and they would have to be fed 
during the period. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought the question was a military one, 
and that it should be studied by the military experts at Versailles. 

Mr. Balfour said that the British Red Gross had spent nearly a million 
pounds in the up-keep of these prisoners. This would have to be discontinued 


on account of the approaching demobilisation, but that the Red Gross 
organisation was willing to devote its stores to this purpose, they [mj would 
suffice to feed the prisoners for 15 days. 

Mr. Hoover remarked that the stock in question would only feed the 
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353OOO prisoners in the charge of the British Red Gross, and that it would not 
supply the other prisoners. 

Mr. Balfour asked why the Germans should not be approached in this 
matter. We have undertaken the feeding of these prisoners for seven months 
without being obliged to do so. The Allies have done it in order to prevent 
the Germans from repatriating the prisoners under circumstances dis- 
advantageous to themselves. Ought not, therefore, the Germans to be invited 
to take charge of the feeding of the prisoners? He was told by his experts that 
Marshal Foch might quite well deal with the question. 

Mr. White said a plan of repatriation had been accepted by the Council 
of Ten in the month of June. He thought that the Ukrainians and the Poles 
had prevented the plan from being put into execution. 

Mr. Hoover said that the military authorities ought, therefore, to investi- 
gate the means of transport necessary, and study the question of feeding the 
prisoners. It should not be forgotten that a political question also arose, 
since the Allies had maintained the prisoners in Germany in order to prevent 
them joining the Bolsheviks. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not think Marshal Foch could deal with 
the question, which was a political and financial one. The Allies were not 
dealing with prisoners taken by themselves, but with prisoners made by an 
enemy army. He, therefore, proposed to deal with the political and financial 
questions. Once they were decided upon, the manner in which they could 
be carried out could be investigated. He desired to have the opinion of his 
Military Experts on the point in question, which was, after all, a problem 
of military politics. It had been desired to avoid sending the Russian 
prisoners lest they should reinforce the Bolshevik Army or spread themselves 
out over Poland. The danger to-day was not so great as far as Poland was 
concerned, and Military Experts could deal with it. 

General Bliss said that the question did not seem to him to be in a condi- 
tion to be submitted to Versailles. It contained two problems. Mr. Hoover 
had stated that there were no funds available for feeding the prisoners. Plow 
could they be supported, therefore, if the Germans refused to have anything 
to do with it? After that, the question arose as to how they should be 
repatriated and this raised the following problems : Firstly, were the prisoners 
to be repatriated immediately? Secondly, were they to be repatriated through 
Poland to the nearest Russian territory? Thirdly, were they to be repatriated 
to Black Sea Ports? Fourthly, if one of these alternatives is accepted, who 
would undertake to execute it? Fifthly, who would undertake to send the 
supplies and the personnel necessary in the interval? Gould not the proposal 
made by the Economic Commission on the 17th June^ be accepted? In any 
case, it was necessary to take immediately the necessary measures for repatri- 
ating the prisoners. Some solution had to be adopted rapidly, because the 
operations would require a good deal of time and must be concluded before 
winter. If the proposal is accepted, our own Delegation and the Allied 
Delegations could telegraph to their Governments to obtain the necessary 
4 The reference is ixacertain. 



powers. The repatriation must be carried out as rapidly as possible. The 
Military Authorities could then be put in touch with the question and may 
study the best means of carrying out the repatriation. 

M, Glemengeau said that it involved a great danger for Poland. As hir 
as the Russian prisoners were concerned, the question was not one of feeding 
35,000 under the charge of the British Red Gross, but of supplying all. 

General Bliss said that some decision must be arrived at, because the 
repatriation will take a long time. 

M. Glemengeau said that the question should have been presented to tlie 
Council at an earlier date. 

Mr. Balfour said that Marshal Foch had received a communication on 
the subject four months ago. 

Mr. Hoover said that the Council had been put in touch with the 
question four months ago, and that it was noted that nothing had been done. 
There was a solution possible. There were Armies of Occupation in Germany 
with the necessary Army Service Corps Units attached. The Armies of 
Occupation had been reduced in number on account of demobilisation with 
the result that the Army Service Corps Units could take charge of the prisoners. 

Mr. Balfour said that Mr. Hoover’s solution was very ingenious^ but 
that it only settled one of the two questions, that of feeding. The repatriation 
question remained open, and to settle it more tonnage was necessary together 
with the consent of the Polish Government with regard to the passage across 
that country of the prisoners in question. The method of repatriation was 
the most difficult. Were the Military Authorities at Versailles competent to 
resolve the question? If they were not, a special Committee would be 
necessary in which the Versailles Experts should be represented, together 
with Naval Experts and possibly political Experts. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Council could decide on pohtical questions. 

Mr. Balfour said that at the present time 500 Americans were dealing 
with the supplies and feeding stock. It had been said to him that these 500 
Americans were about to be withdrawn, but that the Army Service Corps 
Units in the Armies of Occupation could ca.Yry on the work. The Commis- 
sion would, therefore, only be concerned with the question of railways, 
ports, etc. 

M. Glemengeau said that, under these circumstances, the question could 
very well be dealt with by the Military Experts at Versailles, to whom Naval 
Experts could be joined. His proposal was accepted. 

(It was therefore agreed : 

(a) That upon the failure of the supplies already provided for llie feeding 
of Russian prisoners now in Germany, they should be fed and sup- 
plied by the Military Authorities of the Armies of Occupalic'n until 
repatriated. 

(b) That the means of repatriation of the Russian prisoners now in Germany 
and maintained at the cost of the Allies should be referred for study to 
the Military Representatives at. Versailles with whom would be asso- 
ciated for this purpose the Naval Advisers.) 



7- Mr. Hoover made a short resume of the memorandum contained in 
Appendix G.s He drew the attention of the Council, moreover, 
Georgian Authorities had only agreed to 
wM^emrd'tT supplies to pass through their territory on condition 

Russian Armenia ^ certain proportion being given to them. They now 
demanded one-half of the supplies. This demand was not 
from necessity, because they did not lack food, but was made simply for the 
purpose of speculation. For this reason, the Council was asked to send a 
menacing telegram to the Georgian Authorities, in order to facilitate the 
transport of supplies during two or three months. The future destiny of 
Georgia depended on the Conference, and there v/as every hope that they 
would yield to our wishes. 

(It was therefore decided that M. Clemenceau, as Chairman of the Peace 
Conference, should send the following telegram in the name of the Allied 
and Associated Powers to the Government of Georgia : — 

‘ The Council has been made av/are of the interference of the Georgian 
authorities when food supplies were sent into Armenia in an endeavour on 
the part of the Allied Governments to stem the tide of starvation and 
death amongst these unfortunate people. The Council cannot state in too 
strong terms, that such interference and that such action taken by the 
Georgian Authorities together with the continuance of such action must 
entirely prejudice their case. The Council therefore expects that the 
Authorities in Georgia shall not only give the privileges of transportation 
over the Railway routes at which [sic] they at present control, but will 
devote themselves to assisting in the transmission of these supplies at no 
more than the normal charge and remtineration for such service. The 
Council awaits the reply of the Authorities in Georgia as to whether or 
not they are prepared to acquiesce in this arrangement.’) 

8. M. PiCHON read an extract from a report of the military authorities dated 
nth July, w^ho had studied the question. 

Repatnatwn of Baron Makino said that he wished to make a remark. It 

tne L^zecno- ^ been decided some time back by the Supreme Council that 

Siberia Gzecho-Slovaks should be evacuated through Omsk to 

Archangel, and that the Japanese Government should then be 
asked to protect the railway. He had telegraphed to liis Government in that 

s Not printed. In this memorandum, dated July 16, 1919, Mr. Hoover stated: ‘The 
Relief Administration, cooperating with the various Allied authorities, has been for months 
striving to meet the terrible situation of starvation in Russian Armenia. Some 50,000 tons 
of food have been provided and the only method of access to this area is over the railway from 
Batoum, and this railway is in the territory of the so-called Georgian Government. The 
railway is operating partially under the direction of the British Military Authorities, who have 
given every cooperation in endeavouring to move tlje supplies. ... It is impossible to depict 
the situation in Armenia for up until tlie last sixty days the population has been eating the 
dead. During this last tw^o months the movement of relief supplies has been sufficient to 
somewhat stern the tide but there has never been ten days’ supplies ahead of actual starva- 
tion.’ After drawing attention to the obstruction of the transport of supplies by the Georgian 
authorities, Mr, Hoover concluded by suggesting the dispatch of the telegram, the text of 
which was adopted by the Supreme GoundQl. 





sense. Tlieir reports tended to show that since the Gzecho-Slovaks did not 
accept the proposal the Japanese Government had suspended its decision. The 
question now was of repatriation by Vladivostock. This was a new proposal 
which must be submitted to the Japanese Government. It was probable that 
it would wish to obtain all the information possible and possibly would desire 
to consult the local authorities. The examination would take several days 
during which it would be impossible for him to reply to the Supreme 
Council. 

(After a short discussion it was decided that with regard to the repatriation 
of the Czecho -Slovaks from Siberia, that M. Clemenceau should send a copy 
of the following telegram to the American Government and that Baron 
Makino should send the same teleg.ram to the Japanese Government ; — 
Mn view of the condition and wishes of the Czeclio-SIovak troops in 
Siberia, the Council of the Allied and Associated Powers consider it urgently 
necessary that arrangements should he made for the systematic repatria- 
tion of the troops from Vladivostock. 

This involves the replacement of these troops along that portion of the 
trans-Siberian railway which is at present guarded by them. Information 
is therefore requested as to whether the American/ Japanese Govemment 
will furnish the necessary eflectives or will co-operate with the Japanese/ 
American Government to this end. A similar telegram has, been addressed 
to the Japanese/Americaii[s].’)‘^ 

Villa Majestic^ Paris. 
i 8 th July, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 15 
Document i 

Projei de Reponse aux deux Memoires allernands 
relatifs d VOccupatmi de la Rive Gauche du Rhin 

Paragraphe i et 2- — Observations preliminaires. — Les Gouvernements Allies et 
Associes out toujours eu Pintention de rendre Poccupation le moins lourde possible 
aux populations civiles de la rive gauche du Rhin, sous la reserve que PAlleinagne 
executera strictement les clauses du Traite de Paix. 

§ 3. Articles 3 et 5 de la Convention. — Application de la Legislation allemande. — Le 
Gouvernement Allemand a accepte dans la Convention le pouvoir, reconnu a ia 
Haute Commission, d’emettre des ordonnances ayant force de loi pour assurer 
i’entretien, la securite et les besoins des forces militaires alliees. 

li.est entendu que, sous cette reseive, la legislation actuelle ou future de PEmpire et 
celle des Etats fed6’es, y compris celle promulguee depuis la Revolution allemande, 
est applicable dans les territoires occupes. II appartiendra a la Haute Commission 
d’aprecier, par cas d’esp^ce, dans quelle mesure les dites legislations ne portent 
pas atteinte a la securite et aux besoins des forces militaires alliees. 

Paragraphe 4. — Exercice du droit legislatif de la Haute Commission. — II n^ a pas 
d ’objection a reconnaitre que, sous ies reserves ci-dessus, la population bdn^ficiera 

» This telegram is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 
igrp. (Washington, 1937), p. 289. 
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du libre exercice de ses droits personnels et civiques, de la liberte religieuse, de la 
liberte de presse, de vote, d’association et que les rapport[s] politiques, juridiques, 
administratifs et economiques des Territoires occupes par [?avec] I’AIlemagne non 
occupee ne seront pas entraves, non plus que la circulation. 

Toutefois les Allies ne peuvent souscrire a I’obiigation d'un accord prealable 
entre la Haute Commission et le Representant de I’AUemagne pour i’elaboration 
des ordonnances. Gelui-ci pourra etre entendu s’il s’agit d’une matiere rentrant 
dans ses attributions, sauf cas d’urgence. 

Paragraplie 5. — Institution d'un Commissariat civil d' Empire. 

a) L’institution d’un Commissariat civil d’Empire, Representant de FEmpire, 
pent etre reconnue par les Allies. 

b) Toutefois, il convient de remarquer que cet organisme n’est pas prevu par 
le texte de la Convention et que le personnel choisi devra recevoir Fagrement 
prealable et revocable des Gouvernements allies. 

c) La competence du Gommissaire d’Empire ne s’etendra qu’aux matieres qui, 
aux termes de la Constitution allemande, ressortissent de FAutorite d’Empire. 

Les Allies et Associes ne peuvent en efFet, sans violation du droit international, 
inserer, dans un texte, que le Gommissaire Imperial representera obligatoirement 
les Etats, Republiques ou Provinces dont la legislation interne doit e[tre] respectee 
et est sujette a des variations ou a des modifications. 

Si toutefois les Autorites competentes des divers Etats federes se mettaient 
d’accord pour la designation d’un meme Gommissaire, les Allies n’y feraient pas 
obstacle. Neanmoins, la Haute Commission conservera toujours le pouvoir d’entrer 
en contact avec toutes autorites locales, pour les affaires de leur competence. 

Paragraphe 6. — Effectif des troupes di’ occupation. — Les Gouvernements allies se 
r^servent de faire connaitre en temps opportun les effectifs maintenus en Territoires 
occupes. 

Paragraphe 7. — Effectif des forces de police. — II n’y a pas d’obstacle a ce que la 
Haute Commission consulte les Autorites allemandes interessc^es, mais il lui 
appartient de rggler I’organisation des forces de police. 

Paragraphe 8. — Redaction des Ordonnances de la Commission.— La Haute Com- 
mission pourra recueillir utilement I’avis prealable (sauf cas d’urgence) du 
Gommissaire d’Empire ou des Autorites allemandes competentes, sans qu’il y ait 
la pour elle une obligation non prevue par la Convention. 

Paragraphe 9.— Privilege de juridiction confere par les Commandants d’Armee. — 11 est 
exact que Fattribution de ce privilege peut etre precisee. En principe, il est reconnu 
qu’il ne doit pas etre confere a des citoyens allemands. 

Par centre, les Allies, qui ne veulent pas que le ti’ouble soit jete dans les Territoires 
occupes, ne sauraient admettre que des actions judiciaires soient intentees par les 
Autorites Allemandes competentes pour des faits politiques ou commerciaux 
afferents a la periode de F Armistice, alors.que [? ces] faits n’ont pas domie lieu a 
des poursuites judiciaires de la part des Autorites Alliees. 

Paragraphe 10. — Privilege de juridiction pour les affaires civiles. — Le texte de la 
Convention prevoit formellement que les diverses personnes rnilitaires ou 
accreditees par l’aut[?orite] militaire seront uniquement justiciables des juridictions 
rnilitaires alliees, non seulement au criminel, mais meme au civil. 

En ce qui concerne les contrats passes a litre prive soit par les rnilitaires, soit par 
leurs families, on peut admettre neanmoins, comme le demande le memoire, que 
ces affaires seront portees devant les tribunaux allemands, sauf, en cas d’abiis, droit 
d’evocation reserve a la Haute Commission. 
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Cette observation ne s’applique pas an cas vise par Tarticle III cle la Convention, 
aiinea 6. 

En tons cas, les affaires a la fois civiles et criminelles doivent etre jugees par les 
juridictions militaires. 

Paragraphe ii. — Legislation phiale. — Les juridictions allemaiides lorsqu’elles 
sei'ont saisies, appliqueront le code penal allemand, mais, conformement aux 
principes du droit international, les juridictions militaires alliees ne peuvent 
appliquer que les lois ^dictees dans le pays duquel elles relevent. 

Paragraphe 12. — Livraison des inculpes. — La proposition du memoire allemand 
n’est pas admissible. Le texte de la conven[tion] est forme! et conforme a la 
logique, ii exige que soient livres aux autorites alliees les inculpes de crimes 01.1 
delits perpetres centre les pefsonnes ou les biens des forces alliees, merae si les 
inculpes etaient refugies en territoires non occupes. 

D’ailleurs il n’y a pas extradition, au sens juridiqiie du mot, les territoires 
occupes faisant partie du territoire allemand. 

Paragraphe 1 3 . — Circonscriptions administratives et polit[iques'] (Art. V) , — Le memoire 
du gouvernement allemand shnquiete de savoir si les ordonnances de la Haute 
Commission modifieront les circonscriptions administratives et politiques pour 
les besoms de Poccupation. 

La Convention ne prevoit rien a ce sujet. II n’a pas ete dans les intentions des 
Allies que la Commission puisse modifier les circonscriptions administratives et 
politiques. 

Paragraphe 14, — Finances. — II est entendu que PAdministration civile com- 
prend PAdministration financiere et que les recettes de I’Empire et des Etats 
seront per^ues dans les territoires occupes et ga-ees par les Administrations alle- 
mandes competentes. 

Paragraphe 15. — Droit de revocation des fonctionnaires. — La dernande du memoire 
constituerait une modification au texte de la Convention. 

On peut toutefois envisager que les revocations de fonctionnaires pourront etre 
prononcees sans delai sur ordre de la Haute Commission, soit par le Commissaire 
d’Empire soit par Pautorit^ allemande competente — sauf cas d’urgence. La 
Haute Commission conserve en tous cas le droit de revoquer elle-meme les fonction- 
naires en cas de necessite. 

Paragraphe 16. — Paiement des requisitions. — Les Allies entendent conserver le 
droit que leur donne Particle VI de la Convention, mais ils ne se refusent pas a 
iltudier av[ec] les autorites allemandes competentes un reglement d’application. 

Paragraphe 17. — Logernent des troupes de services. — G’est une question de fait qui 
ne peut ^tre regiee que par un examen des especes, et les Allies feront cet exarnen 
dans im esprit conciiiant pour satisfaire aux besoins legitimes des services publics. 

Paragraphe 18. — Exemption d'impots. — II est entendu que les exemptions d’impots 
ne sauraient s’etendre aux impots reels occasionnes par des transactions ou des 
actes effectues a litre prive, et en dehors des besoins du service. 

D'autre part, il est reconnu qu’un controle devra 6tre etabli par ia liaute Com- 
mission Interailiee en ce qui conc[erne] les privileges et exemptions douanicres 
conferes par Particle IX aux troupes d’occupation et a leur personnel civil ct 
miiitaire. 

Paragraphe 19. — Clauses douanieres. — A la date de ce jour, les allies et assocics 
ne considerent pas qu’il y ait lieu de faire usage des dispositions de Particle 270; ils 
se reservent formellement d’apprecier dans la suite s’il conviefPndrait] ou non 
d’en faire application. 
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Paragraphe 2 1 . — Posies et UUgraphes. — II y a lieu, comme le demande le memoire 
aliemand, de modifier la reglementation en vigueur. Une ordonnance de la 
Haute Commission y pourvoira. La liberte de communiquer par lettre, telegraphe 
et telephone sera retablie entre les territoires occupes et les territoires non occupes, 
sous les reserves generales des droits de la Haute Commission, ou des consequences 
de I’etat de siege s’il vient a etre declare. 

Paragraphe 22. — Etat de siege. — L’etat de siege etant fonctioii immediate de 
la securite des armees, I’engagement ne peut etre pris de consulter en tous les cas, 
et notamment en cas d’urgence, le Gommissaire d’Empire. 

11 est entendu que les Allies, comptant sur une collaboration loyale de I’autorite 
allemande, ne manqueront pas de la consulter chaque fois que les circonstances 
le iui permettront. 

Paragraphe 24. — Arretes des diverses Autorites Militaires. — En principe et con- 
formement a la demande presentee dans le memoire aliemand, ii entre dans les 
intentions des autorites alliees de considerer que les divers arretes rendus par les 
autorites militaires de I’occupation pour la periode de Farmistice seront perim^s 
apres que le Traite de Paix entrera en vigueur, Toutefois, ii appartient exclusive- 
ment a la Haute Commission de menager les transitions indispensables. 

La Haute Commission prononcera par ordonnance Fabrogation ou Fadaptation 
de ces arretes. 

Cette ordonnance sera rendue dans le plus bref delai possible apres la date de la 
mise en vigueur du traite. 

Paragraphe 25. — Expulses.' — Les interdictions de sejour dans les territoires 
occupes ont ite prononcees en raison de la necessity de maintenir Fordre public 
et de faire respecter les decisions prises regulierement- par Fautorite militaire 
alliee pendant FArmistice. • 

II ne saurait 6tre admis que les personnes expulsees pourront rentrer dans leurs 
foyers du fait meme que le Traite de Paix entrera en vigueur. 

Geux qui en feront la demande devront s’adresser a la Haute Commission qui 
examinera chaque cas particulier dans un esprit conciliant. 

Paragraphe 26. — Juridictions. — Priere de bien vouloir se referer aux observations 
presentees plus haut a propos des pax'agraphes 9-10 et ii du memoire aliemand. 

Paragr. 27. — drconscriptions administraiives. — La Convention prevoit que les 
Administrations locales allemandes aussi bien celles des districts que celles des 
provinces conserveront leurs attributions legales. 

Paragr. 28. — Autorite des Gouvernements des Etats federes. — Ii est tout a fait im- 
possible de souscrire a la suggestion contenue dans ce paragraphe, a savoir que 
Fexpress[ion] ‘sous Fautorite du Gouvernement Central Aliemand’ doive etre 
interpretee comme suit ‘Sous FAutorite du Gouvernement Central Aliemand et 
des Gouvernements des Etats federes allemands’. 

L’article 3 de la Convention annexe[e] au Traite de Paix est precis et 
Fexpression: ‘gouvernement central allem[and’] est limitative, 

II va de soi que la hiei’archie legale sera respectee mais il est impossible aux 
Allies, qui ont signe la Paix avec le Gouvernement Central Aliemand, et qui 
n’entendent pas s’immiscer dans Forganisation inta'ieure de FAllemagne, de 
maintenir de force Foi'ganisation des Etats, dont la: constitution allemande elle- 
meme prevoit des modifications possibles. . 

Ainsi qu’il a ete dit plus haut a propos du paragraphe 5 ‘Institution du 
Commissariat Civil d’Empire’ les Allies ne peuvent, sans violation du droit inter- 
national, inserer dans un texte qu’ils s’engagent a maintenir une organisation et une 



legislation internes que les populations allemandes elles-memes peuvent etre 
amenees a modifier. 

Paragraphe 29. — Fonctionnaires. — Ainsi que le fait remarquer le memoire 
allemand il n’y aura plus, apres la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, d’agents 
charges de controler les autoi’ites allemandes dans les cercles, etc. 

Mais dans Vinteret des populations, la Haute Commission a pouvoir de maintenir 
des representants fixes, charges d’etablir la liaison entre les Administrations 
locales allemandes, les Autorites Militaires locales, et la Haute Commission 
elle-mane. 

En ce qui concerne les fonctionnaires, le memoire allemand reconnait le droit 
de revocation par la Haute Commission, II en resulte que la Plaute Commission 
a le moyen de ne pas accepter la nomination de fonctionnaires, dont I’intervention 
pourrait susciter des desordres, 

Paragraphe 30. — Enseignement. — L’enseignement public, ainsi que le fait re- 
marquer le memoire allemand, fait partie de I’administration civile et sera regi 
par les lois allemandes. 

Le Gouvernement allemand n’a done pas a craindre que renseignement de 
langues etrangeres soit introduit par ordre des puissances occupantes. 

Paragraphe 31. — Legislation. — Cette question a ete traitee plus haut a propos 
du paragraphe 3 du memoire allemand. 

Paragraphe 32. — Requisitions. — Le Gouvernement allemand demande que 
Pexercice du droit de requisition soit aussi limite que possible. 

Les autorit^s alliees sont tout a fait d’accord avec le Gouvernement allemand 
pour penser que la requisition doit etre peu frequente, et rnotivee par des cir~ 
Constances particuliere[s] . 

La Haute Commission pourra entendre a ce sujet toutes les observations qui 
lui seront presentees et elle edictera un reglement dans un esprit d’equite et de 
conciliation, 

Toutefois, il n’est pas possible de souscrire a la demande presentee dans le 
memoire allemand k la fin de ce paragraphe, a savoir que les requisitions soient 
exercees uniquement par rintermediaire du Commissaire de I’Empire. 

Paragraphe 33. — Repartition des Troupes — Logement. — La repartition des troupes 
et I’etude des questions relatives au logement des officiers et de leurs families 
feront Tobjet d’une ^tude approfondie de la part de la Plaute Commission. Les 
resultats en seront communiques ulterieurernent. 

Toutes les observations ci-dessus sont fornmlees sous reserve des droits devoltis d la Haute 
Co?nmission, de la possibilite de declarer VEtat de siege, et de la stricte execution du Traite 
de Paix par VAllemagne. 

Document 2 
Premiere Mote Allemande 

VERSAILLES, k 12 juiUet ipip. 

Messieurs, 

Art. 1 . — L'arrangement concernant I’occupation militaire des territoires liicnans 
a ete ratifie par le gouvernement allemand ensemble avec le traite de Paix. 
L’Allemagne sait qu’a la teneur de ces stipulations rien ne pourra plus etre change. 
Une etude approfondie et la connaissance de ce qui s’est passe dans les diverges 
regions rhenanes, notamnient dans les diIFerent[es] positions succintes il [rir] sera 
indispensable de s'entendre sousbeaucoup de rapports sur des questions de d<itail. 

150 



Voila pourquoi le gouvernement allemand a demande aux gouvernements des 
Puissances occupantes d’entrer en. pourparlers sur ces c|uestions. 

Art. IL- — Pour la population du territoire rhenan occupe, ii est d\ine importance 
fondamentale d’etre bientot renseigne sur la forme que va prendre, pendant la 
longue duree de I’occupation sa vie politique, sociale et economique. L’Allemagne 
s’est vue contrainte d’acquiescer a I’occupation militaire de ces regions et de faire 
par la incomber, bien a regret, a la population du territoire rhenan des fardeaux 
particulierement lo[urds] dont I’Allemagne non-occupee n’a pas a porter la 
charge. De la resulte pour le Gouvernement de la Republic|ue Allemande I’obli- 
ga[tion] de faire, de son cote, tout ce qui est en son pouvoir pour permettre aux 
regions rhenanes de suppoiter ces fardeaux speciaux. Mon gouvernement est 
convaincu qu’il sera possible de realiser et d’executer I’arrangenient, sans par la 
porter atteinte aux. garanties miiitaires, auxquelles aspirent les Puissances Alliees 
et Associees par I’occupation de sorte que la population des regions occupees 
jouisse des bienfaits de la paix, dont apres les temps de dure epreuve qu’etaient 
pour elle la guerre et I’armistice, elle a un besoin pressant et qu’ensemble avec [le] 
reste de FAliemagne elle soit mise a meme de participer, con[for]mement a son 
importance a reconstruire la patrie allemande et a s’acquitter des lourdes obliga- 
tions encourues par le traite de paix. 

Art. III . — A pxAsent, je me permettrai d’aborder la discussion en detail des 
questions contenues dans les differe[nts] articles de Tarrangement, 

Uarticle 5 prevoit que Tadministration civile des provinces, gouvernements, 
cercies ruraux, etc., devra rester reservee aux autorites ailemandes et que ladite 
admini[stration] civile devra etre geree conformement aux lois ailemandes et s[ous] 
controle superieur du gouvernement central allemand. Mon gouvernement aime 
a croire que cette disposition ne s’applique pas seulement a des lois de FEmpire ou 
des Etats fed^raux dejh promulguees, mais qu’elle s’etend de la meme mani^re a 
la legislation de FEmpire et des Etats federaux futurs et que not[amment] elle 
embrasse aussi toutes les lois et ordonnances promulguees depuis la revolution 
allemande et maintenues comme valides [? sur] ces entrefaites par Fassemblee 
nationale allemande et par les assemblees nationales de Prusse, de Baviere, de 
Bade, de Hesse et d’Oldenberg [sic]. 

G’est a ce droit de legislation reconnu par les Allies qu’a FAliemagne sur les 
territoires rhenans, qu’est portee une atteinte par le fait c|u’a V article ^ les Allies se 
sont reserve d’emettre des ordonnances aii fur et a mesure qu’il faudra assurer 
Fentretien, la securite et les besoins des foi'ces miiitaires des Allies. Ces decrets 
devront passer en loi des le jour de leur promulgation et ils devront par la primer 
toutes les lois ou ordonnances emises par FEmpire ou par les Etats fhderatifs. La 
conception ‘securite, entretien et besoins des forces miiitaires’ est tcilement vaste 
qu’en fin de compte on pourra faire rentrer la-dessous chaque question econo- 
mique, sociale et juridique. Par exemple en Ailemagne la duree du travail dans 
les mines est maintenant fixee a 7 heures, dans Fagriculture comme pour toutes les 
branches de Factivite industrielles et commerciales a 8 heures. Je me demande si 
la Haute Commission serait autorisee par Farticle 3 a changer ces dispositions par 
voie d’ordonna[nce] parce qu’un travail si diminue ne donnerait plus entiere 
satpsfac] don aux besoins des forces miiitaires. , 

D ’autre part, je ne meconnais pas du tout qu’on ne pourra guere nier aux 
gouvernements allies le droit d’emettre des ordonnances. De la, qu’il importera 
de faire un arrangement et de donner des garanties qu’on aille faire usage de ce 
droit de publier des decrets qu’en sorte de ne point entraver la, reconstitution 



politique, economique et sociale de FAllemagne. G’est par cette raison que mon 
goiivernement attache la plus grande valeur a ce que, par un arrangement supple- 
mentaire, un principe supreme soit etabli pour Pexercice des droits de legislation, 
de juridiction et d ’administration des allies. Ge principe supreme devrait avoir la 
teneur suivante : 

Art, IV. ~ qu’a la population sera gai-anti le libre exercice de leurs droits 
personnels et civiques notamment le libre exercice du culte religieux, la liberte 
du vote, de la presse, des reunions et des associations. 

2° — que ies rapports politiques, juridiques, administratifs et econoniiques des 
territoires occupes avec FAllemagne non occupee seront retablis et assures. 

3 ° — que le mouvement des personnes et des marchan[dises] et le service 
[?d’] information entre les territoires occupes et ceux non-occupes ne seront 
entraves d’aucune maniere. 

Dans le cas ou ledit principe ci-dessus serait reconnu par les gouvernements 
allies, ies ordonnances par eux emises n’interviendraient que comme execution de 
ce principe, susceptibles d’etre soumises a certaines restrictions pour des cas parti- 
culiers. Sur des restrictions semblables dans des cas particuliers, il faiidrait arriver 
a un accord prealable entre la Haute Commission et le Representant de I’Allemagne. 

Art. V . — Mon gouvernement a constate avec satisfaction que les Allies aient cree 
un organe dans la Haute Commission, qui est le representant supreme des Allies. 
Mon Gouvernement dans le but de faciliter sa tache a la Haute Commission et de 
creer un organe homogene pour la population allemande et pour les diverses 
autorites existant dans les territoires occupes, a installe un Gommissaire d’Empire 
qui serait le representant supreme du gouvernement de FEmpire et des gouverne- 
ments des Etats federatifs en question. Gar [? on] me permettra bien de rappeler 
que d’apres la structure constitutionnelie de FAllemagne, le gouvernement central 
aliemand n’est competent que sous certains rapports, tandis que sous d’autres 
rapports considerables sont compet&nts les gouvernements de Prusse, ceiui de 
Bavi^re pour le Palatinat, ceiui de Hesse poiir.la Hesse rhenane, ceiui de Bade pour 
la tete de pont de Kehl et ceiui d’Oldenbourg pour la principaute de Birkenfeld. 

Le Gommissaire d’Enipire serait lui seul autorise a negocier avec la Haute 
Commission. II aurait pour ainsi dire a exercer des fonctions diplomatiques, en 
tant qu’on en peut parier en territoire propre. 

Pour cette haute fonction a dte designe par le Gouvernement aliemand M. von 
Starck, jusqu’a present president du gouvernement de Cologne. 

Je prierai done les gouvernements des Puissances Alliees et Associees de bien 
vouloir se declarer d’accord de Finstallation de ce Gommissaire d’Empire, 

Art. VI . — Si alors on voudra me permettre d’aborder ies dilferents articles dans 
un coup d’osil rapide ii est de la derniere importance pour mon gouvernement. 
de connaitre le nombre des troupes d’occupation et leurs effectifs pour ce qui est 
aussi des officiers et des chev[aux] que les Allies apres la demobilisation et apres 
Fetabiiss[enient] d’un etat de permanence ont Fintention d’fentretenir clans [les] 
regions rhenanes. Sans des renseignements exacts sur la force numerique de ces 
troupes et, par consequent, sur les frais de leur entretien mon gouvernement se 
verrait dans Fimpossibiiite d’etablir un budget correct — base de la vie de chaqise 
Etat — et de balancer d’avance les recettes et les depenses. 

Art. VIL ' — • En outre Varticle I prevoit que le nombre des forces policieres sera 
determine par les allies. Qiiant h cela, je prierai la Plaute Commission de bien 
vouloir se mettre en rapport avec le Gommissaire d’Empire, qui donne[?ra] ies 



renseignements requis sur le nombre de la gendarmerie, police de FEtat et des 
Communes, indispensables. Vu la criminalite causee par les souflraiices de la 
guerre, vu Fetat d’agitation que les greves dereglees ont fait naitre dans la popula- 
tion des classes ouvrieres, il faut que le nombre des gendarmes et des agents de 
surete soit considerablement plus eleve qu’avant la guerre. 

Art. VIIL — Pour Particle 3 sub voce a, je formule la priere qu’en principe la 
Haute Commission veuille reconnai[?tre de] devoir consulter, avant que soit 
emises des ordonnances, i’oppnion] du Gommissaire d’Empire. 

G’est dans Finteret du fonctionnement de i’administration. Lois de FEmpire, 
lois d’Etats federaux promulges [jzr] par 5 Etats, dans le gouvernement de Wiesbaden 
en outre des lois anciennes du temps du vieux duche de Nassau avant Fannee 1 866, 
des ordonnances procin .. A [? provinciales] sont valides dans les territoires 
rhenans. Bref, toute la diversite et tout le manque de clarte du droit public en 
vigu[?eur en] Ailemagne. G’est que les membres frangais de la Haute Commission 
lie pourront que malaisement se faire une idee de Fe[tat] complique du droit public 
allemand vis-a-vis de la simplicite et de la clarte de la legislation franqaise. 

Art. IX . — Les dispositions dans Farticle 3 sub voce d tt e sont d’une force 
incisive toute speciale. Qii’il faille soumettre les forces militaires des Allies a un 
traitement particulier quant a la juridiction, je le reconnais. Mais il faut eclaircir 
ce qu’on entend par des personnes qui sont attachees aux forces militaires et a qui 
les gen^raux commandant en chef des armee[s] d’occupation font avoir des 
laissez-passer revocables et ce qu’il faut entendre par toutes les personnes employees 
par les troupes ou etant a leur service. Mon gouvernement aime ^ croire qu’ii ne 
s’agit que de ressortissants des Allies et non pas de nationaux aliemands. Il compte 
avec certitude sur ce que des ressortissants aliemands resteront soumis a sa juridic- 
tion . , ere. Ge serait defavorable a une bonne justice, si a des ressortissants 
aliemands Fexterritorialite etait conferee par la remise d’un laissez-passer 
revocable ou par leur emploi au service [? des] forces militaires. Par la, on arri- 
verait a creer tout bonnement deux classes de citoyens aliemands; dont Fune 
serait soumise a la juridiction allemande et dont Fautre y echapperait. Le droit 
des gens ne reconnait Fexterritorialite que pour des nationaux etrangers et non pas 
pour les propres ressortissants, Les consequences d’une autre maniere de voir, on 
me permettra bien de les exposer, le cas echeant. 

Art. X . — Je demande a etre informe si par juridiction militaire il faudra aussi 
entendre la juridiction civile, si les troupes, leur personnel, les families des officiers 
et des fonctionnaires civils devront aussi eti'e soustraits a la juridiction allemande 
pour ce qui est de tous les contra ts, achats et comma [n] des faits pour leur besoin 
prive, A moi cela semble impossible. Si [? d’]un achat, un bail ou une commande 
ii resulte des contestations en justice, il faudrait intenter ces litiges civils devant le 
tribunal du juge allemand. Pour ce qui est de I’execution des sentences, il faudrait. 
f[aire] un arrangement special. 

' Art, XL— -'De, plus, mon gouvernement aime a croire q[?u’a] tous les actes 
incriminables s’appliquera le code penal allemand d’apres les maximcs generales 
de droit. 

Art. XII . — A besoin aussi d’etre eclairci Particle [4] qui prevoit une stipulation 
propre k causer en Ailemagne la plus vive excitation. G’est un des pilier[s] du droit 
allemand qu’un Allemand ne doit jamais etre extrade a un gouvernement etranger 
quelconque dans le l^ut d’une poursuite judiciaire ou d’une pxinition. Ge principe- 
la, on Fa enfreint dans Farticle 4. On fait incomber aux autorites allemandes 
7 The text is defective. 
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Fengagement d’extrader chaque Allemand accuse d’un crime on d’un delit per- 
peti'es centre la personne ou les biens des forces armees. Je presume qu’il soit une 
condition essentielle pour la competence des cours martiales que le coupable se 
soit trouve sur territoire occupe pendant qu’il a commis le delit ou le crime doiit 
il est accuse. La procedure a employer devra etre exactement fixee. 

XIII. — L’article 5 n’alfecte point Forganisation administrative, a moins que la 
Haute Commission ne croit neces[?sai]rement par voie d’ordomiance d’adapter 
F administration aux besoins et aux conditions de Foccupation militaire, Je serais 
,tres reconnaissant de savoir ce qu’on entend par la. A en croire la teneur une 
simple ordonnance de la Haute Commission serait a meme de changer les fron- 
tieres d’Etat entre la Prusse et la Baviere, entre la Baviere et la Hesse. Je suis sur 
qu’on n’a point voulu dire cela attendu que par la les droits civicpies des habitants 
seraient le plus profondement aftectes. 

XIV. — Je demande de bien vouloir me confirmer que par administration civile 
il faut aussi entendre Fadministration financiere, de sorte que les recettes de 
FEmpire et des Etat[s] fed«-aux percu[e]s dans le territoire occupe pourront sans 
entrav[es] cHre versees aux caisses centrales de FEmpire et des Etats federaux, e’est 
a dire a Berlin, Munich, Karlsruhe, Darmstadt et Oldenbourg. J’attache beau- 
coup de valeur a ce que cela soit constate, parce que pendant I’etat de guerre on 
avait souvent defendu des versements semblables. 

XV. — Gertaine disposition fait une impression particulierement penible, a 
savoir ceile qui dit que les autori[tes] allemandes devront etre tenues, sous peine 
d’etre revoquees, a se soumettre a toutes les ordonnances. 11 va sans dire qu’un 
fonctionnaire allemand quelconque obeira a une ordonnance emise selon toutes 
les regies. En outre, je prie de bien vouloir faire faire ia revocation par I’inter- 
mediaire du Gommissaire d’Empire et de vouloir, par consequent, accorder a ce 
dernier la responsabilite d’examiner et d’eclaircir Fetat des choses. 

XVI. — Au sujet de V article 6 ce qu’on ressent comme etant extraordinaire e’est 
qu’apres le ri6tablissement de Fetat de paix la convention de la Playe reglant les 
usages de la guerre sur terre et ne visant que le cas de giieri e doive ^tre mise en 
vigueur. L’arrangement dans Falinea 2 concernant la constatation des requisitions 
est en desaccord avec une loi promulguee par FEmpire en date du 2 mars et . . 

Je serais tres reconnaissant si par une confection speciale Fon pouvait obtenir que 
les stipulations de ladite loi de FEmpire, tenant compte dans la plus large mesurc 
des desirs de la population, fussent appliquees. En fait, FAllemagne etant tenue 
a subvenir aux frais entiers de Fentretien, on devrait tout de meme se remettre 
a elle de la maniere d’indemniser ses propres ressortissants. Il serait seulement 
requis de faire cooperer des officiers de Farmee d’occupation pour constater Fespece 
du dommage cause. De ia maniere d’indemnisation on pourrait se rapporter a 
FAllemagne. Les questions sont tellement difficiles et complexes qii’elies ne 
pourraient etre reglees que par des experts de part et .d’autre. En particulier il 
faudra dresser un tarif et il faudra prendi’e soin d’etablir la plus grande homo- 
gen[e]ite possible dans le territoire occupe afin qu’un[e] part de la population ne 
soit pas placee dans ung^ situation meilleure ou plus mauvaise que Fautre. 

XVIL — Pour Particle 7 il faudra examiner si Fon ne pourra [p]as remettre a la. 
disposition de la population civile gravement eprouvee un nombre considerable 
de locaux a present utilises. 

Au sujet de V article 8 alinea a il sera attache au Gommissaire d’Empire un expert 
militaire. Le Gouvernement allemand presuraerait volontiers qu’en requerant et 

® Punctuation as in original. The date of this law was March 2, igig: cf. document 3. 
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en arrangeant les terrains on aura les plus grands egards possibles a la detresse 
economique de la population. G’est ce qui s’applique de meme au droit des Allies 
de prendre possession d’un etablissement public ou prive quelconque. A present, 
de vastes sanatoria pour phtisiques et pour nevropathiques sont requisitionnes, et 
par la la possibilite de gumson de ces maladies justement est devenue proble- 
matique. La lutte centre la tuberculose est de caractere international et n’a rien 
a voir avec les frontieres politiques. J’en appelle a des hommes de haute compe- 
tence, comme M. Leon Bourgeois, Pr&ident des institutions internationales pom- 
la lutte contre la tuberculose, qui, peu d’annees avant la guerre, a admire sous ma 
conduite nos institutions allemandes. II faut que les sanatoria soient evacues le plus 
vite possible pour les classes non aisees et qu’ils soient rendus a leur destination 
propre. 

JTF///. — Uarticle g a besoin d’etre eclairci quant a son alinea I. Je presume 
qu’on n’exige que i’exemption de I’impot personnel, mais non pas celle de I’impot 
reel, e’est-a-dire C|ue si, par exemple, un ofiicier ou un fonctionnaire acquerait des 
immeubles pendant la duree de I’occupation le personnage en question aurait a 
acquitter I’impot sur les immeubles et d’autres impots reels ou i’impot sur la 
patente. On aura egalement a stipuler qu’aucun Allemand ou personnage neutre 
ne devra appartenir au personnel exempt d’impot. On ne pourrait nullement 
tol^rer qu’un Allemand en se faisant incorporer dans le personnel des troupes 
d’occupation acquit de ce chef le privilege d’exemption d’impot. Que les provi- 
sion[s] de bouche, arn^s, vetements, equipement et provisions de toute espece 
destines a i’usage des troupes alliees ou pour la Haute Commission jouissent de 
libertes et de libre entree, voila ce a quoi nous ne trouverions pas ^ redire. Le 
libelle qui veut que toutes ces marchandises, pourvu seulement qu’elles soient 
adressees a des autorites militaires ou a des cantines de mess d’ofRciers, puissent 
entrer exemptes de droit ne nous parait pas croyable, C’est ce qui renverserait 
tout le fonctionnement douanier de I’Ailemagne. G’est comme qui dirait une 
enorme voie d’eau dans la coque du navire allemand, voie d’eau qui laisserait 
entrer I’eau librement de sorte a faire soinbrer le vaisseau. Voila ce qui ne pent 
point etre I’intention des xA.llies, c|ui ne peuvent pas ne pas avoir le desir d’amener 
la reconstruction de I’Allemagne. Mais cette derniere ne poiirra s’efFectuer qu’a 
condition qu’a la frontiere allemande la protection douaniere soit integralement 
maintenue. Pour se garantir de la contrebande il serait requis de faire enregistrer 
par la statistique toutes les marchandises a destination des Allies de maniere a 
pouvoir a tous moments constater si elles n’entrent pas en arborant un faux pavil- 
ion, mais qu’elles sont, au contraire, vraiment destinees pour les troupes alliees. 
Sous ce rapport, aussi, les details du precede seraient a regier. 

XIX. — Le Gouvernement allemand aime a croire cj[u’on ne fera point usage de 
la stipulation de Particle 270 des conditions de paix et que la frontiere douaniere 
coincidera avec la frontiere de I’Empire. 

XX. — En ce c^ui concerne l^article lo, je Pinterprete de telle maniere que ic 
commandant en chef ne va user de sa faculte de commandement supreme que 
pour des huts militaires et que pour tout le reste les voies ferrees et les lignes de 
bateaux a vapeur resteront soumises aux administrations centrales k Berlin, 
Munich et Karlsruhe. Tout particulierement il est de rigueur qu’un traiic par 
chemin de fer ait lieu sans entraves entre les territoires occupds et ceux non- 
occupes et que Phoraire soit regie comme en temps de paix par les administrations 
interessees. On aura k arriver a un arrangement special concern ant la remise des 
permis de circulation pour officiers. 



XXZ — De m&Tie quant a Tarticle ii, on aura probablement a faire une con- 
vention particuiiere entre des experts commissionnes des Allies et F administration 
des postes de FEmpire allemand. A ce sujet aussi j’appuie sur ce qu’oii ne devra 
reclamer des privileges que pour des buts militaires. En particulier, la libre 
communication par lettres, par telegraphe et telephone entre les territoires occupes 
et ceux non-occupfe et par la Fabolition de toutes les restrictions presentement en 
vigueur, surtout celle de la censure postale, sont indispensables. 

XXII . — Goncernant Particle 13 j’ose faire la priere de bien vouloir ne decreter 
Fetat de siege qu’apres avoir prealablement consulte le commissaire d’Empire. Si 
le nombre des forces policieres est suffisant et que le trafic libre est [Pet] non entrave 
entre les territoires occupes et ceux non-occupes soit etabli et qu’enfin la reconsti- 
tution economiqiie de FAllemagne fasse des progres, j’ai pleine conliance qu’alors 
il se trouvera etre superflu de decreter Fetat de siege. 

XXIII . — Qu’on veuille bien me permettre de resumer mon expose en peu de 
phrases ; 

Mon Gouvernement a Fimpression cjue Farrangement conclu ne tient pas 
dument et suffisamment compte du complet changement de la situation generale 
de Fetat de guerre dans Fetat de paix. Le Haut Gommandement des troupes 
alli<!es a riposte k differentes reprises a la Commission d’armistice ailemande: 
‘Nous sommes encore en guerre.’ A present, cependant, que FAssemblee nationale 
ailemande a ratifie des Conditions de Paix et que les instruments de ratification 
seront sous peu echanges, nous passons bien dans Fetat de paix. 

Les enormes fardeaux et obligations dont s’est chargee FAllemagne et dont elle 
s’efforcera de s’acquitter d’une maniere honnete et loyale jusqu’a Fextreme limite 
de ses forces ne pourront etre supportes qu’a condition que les territoires rhenans 
occupes, eux aussi, avec leur industrie, leur agriculture et tous leurs metiers de- 
veloppes au dernier degre aideront sans reserve aucune a les porter. Voili ce qui 
necessite, en depit de Foccupation militaire, le retablissement de Ffitat de paix. 
Les interets des Allies coincident a ce sujet avec ceux de FAllemagne. Moins toutes 
les conditions d’existence dans les terntoires occupes seront entravees, moins 
Foccupation sera pesante et resserrante — • et plus FAllemagne pourra complete- 
ment s’acquitter de nos obligations. 

En ayant pleine confiance que les Allies apprecieront cette maniere de voir et 
qu’ils en tiendront compte, nous autres Alleinands abordons ces pourparlers. 

Lewald. 

Dr, Michaelis Basch. 

Document 3^ 

Deuxieme Mote Ailemande 
Article 3 

§ 24. — Non seulement le Commandant en Chef des troupes allices et associccs, 
mais aussi les dilTerents commandants d’armees, generaux, commandants, com- 
mandants de places etc. ont emis pendant Farmistice cn vertu du rcgicment de la 
guerre de terre de la Elaye de nombreux decrets ayant foi'ce de ioi en sorte qu’ainsi 
il existc pour le moment un droit excessivement bigarre supprimant Funite juri- 
dique et provoquant une grande insecurity dans la vie commercialc. 11 doit etre 
suppose que tous ces decrets seront annules au moment de la mise en vigucur du 
Traite de Paix et de Finstitution de la Haute Commission, 

^ This document is missing from the filed original and has been supplied from another 



§ 25 - — La meme situation de droit se poserait concernant les decrets speciaux 
des autorites militaires susnommees, notamment concernant les interdiction [s] de 
sejour dans les territoires occupes, par suite desquelles beaucoup d’liabitants ont 
ete chasses de leurs foyers. II est suppose que ces personnes peuvent mainteiiant 
retourner tranquillement dans leur patrie et qu’a i’avenir ni la Haute Commission, 
ni les autorites militaires n’auront le droit d’emettre des decrets de ce genre. 

§ 26. — Gomme, d’apres le chef e, les tribunaux de gueire des troupes d’occu- 
pation ont ete declares competents seulement pour ies crimes et deiits centre la 
personne ou les biens des armees des Puissances Alliees et Associees il doit en etre 
deduit que le jugement des infractions aux decrets emis par la Haute Commission 
d’apres le chif [?chef ] a qui n’ont pas pour but la protection des personnes et des 
biens des armees ne sont pas de la competence de ces tribunaux de guerre. 

Article 5 

§ 27. — ■ L’organisation de Fadmiiiistration en provinces, gouvernements, cercles 
ruraux et urbains et communes est une institution speciale a la Prusse qui n’existe 
pas dans cette graduation dans les autres Etats federaux interesses a I’occupation, 
par exemple la Baviere n’a pas de provinces mais bien des districts. Dans la pro- 
vince rhenane de la Prusse les communes rurales font partie des cantons. Diffe- 
rentes administrations speciales ont une propre organisation territoriaie, dont les 
frontidres ne correspondent pas aux circonscriptions de Tadministration interieure, 
par exemple en Prusse radministration des impots directs, les administrations des 
chemins de fer, les commissions generales, etc. 

§ 28. — L’expression ‘sous I’autorite du Gouvernement central allemand’ est 
interpret^e en ce sens quhl faut entendre par la egalement les Gouvernements des 
Etats federaux allemands. 

§ 29. — Apres la mise en vigueur de Parrangement il n’y a plus de place pour 
I’institution des ‘administrateiirs ou controleurs’ adjoints aux autorites allemandes 
dans certains secteurs des territoires occupes. Sous reserve du droit de la Haute 
Commission d’exiger la revocation des fonctionnaires, le Gouvernement allemand 
est libre a Pavenir en ce qui concerne la nomination, le deplacement et la revoca- 
tion de ses fonctionnaires indifferemment du fait que ceux-ci soient originaires du 
territoire occupe ou non-occupe. 

Paragraphe 30, — L’ administration de Penseignement public fait partie de 
P Administration civile et sera par suite regie par les lois allemandes. L’arrange- 
ment ne permet pas d’introduire par ordre de Poccupant Penseignement de langues 
etrangeres, 

Paragraphe 3 1 . — Rien ne s’oppose plus maintenant a la mise en vigueur de lois 
de PEmpire allemand ou des Etats fMeraux dont Pextension sur le territoire occupe 
a ete empechee jusqu’a present par ies autorites d’occupation parce qu*elles 
avaient ete decretees apres Parmistice en sorte que p. ex. les elections pour ies 
representants comniunaux dans les territoires occup& peuvent avoir lieu bientot 
en vertu du nouveau droit de suifrage democratique. 

Article 6 

Paragraphe 32. — L’execution severe de cet arret pourrait entrainer une para- 
lysie de toute la vie economique dans les pays occupes vu que ni im commergant 
ni un fabricant pourrait prendre ses dispositions ou faire ses calculs, s’il avait 
toujours a craindre que le jour suivant deja toutes ses combinaisons pourraient 
etre renversees par ia requisition de ses marchandises ou de sa fabrique. De meme 
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aucun agriculteur oserait courir le risque d’introduire de I’etranger ou meme 
seuiement de I’Allemagne inoccupee du detail et surtout des chevaux s’il se sentait 
constamment sous le coup d’un[e] requisition qui lui prendrait son detail qu’il 
venait d’introduire a gros frais. II semdle done inevitadle de preciser ces questions 
de maniere qiie la surete de la vie economique ne s’en prdsente pas trop [sic] . En ce 
qui concerne revaluation des frais de requisition et des donimages causes par des 
troupes d’occupation, Farticle 6 prevoit des comites locaux d’une composition 
mkte presidee par une personne nommee par la Haute Commission. Quant au 
droit materiel d’apres lequel ces evaluations devraient se faire, Farticle n’en paiie 
paSj quoique precisement ceci serait de la plus grande importance pour la popula- 
tion en question. L’Empire allemand a regie, la question d’evaliiations et de 
remdoursements des requisitions executees par les troupes d’occupation dans les 
prorances rhemanes ainsi que des dommages de guerre occasionnes par les elites 
troupes par une loi penale speciale, qui a ete emise sous la date du 2 mars 1919 et 
qui a ete imprimee sur les pages 261 et suivantes de Fannee courante du Iim:/i[s]- 
gesetzblatt. L’execution de cette loi dans la zone occupee par les Anglais dat son 
piein et n'a pas ete Fodjet jusqu’a present de plaintes ni du cote des autorites 
d’occupation anglaises ni du cote de la population. ,Les commandants des autres 
zones d’occupation par centre ont defendu Fexecution de cette loi et ont commence 
de leur cote independammeiit avec Festimation et le remdoursement des dedom- 
magements de rkiuisitions. Et en plus dans les differentes zones d’occupation 
Fexecution s’est faite d’apres des principes divers et des tarifs divers. II est evident 
que la difference de systemes est la cause d’un mecontentement de la population. 
II faut ajouter que plusieurs autoritds d’occupation semdlent faire usage a cette 
occasion des lois de leurs pays qui ne s’accordent aucunement avec les desoins 
allemands. C’est ainsi par exemple que d’apres un decret de FEtat-Major de la 
10® Arraee Frangaise, 4® Bureau, il est interdit de payer des dedommagements de 
requisitions au cas que les modiliei's ou immeudles appartiennent aux societ^s 
suivantes : 

jo — Aux Etats Federaux. 

2° — Aux administrations pudliques civiles ou militaires. 

30 — Aux provinces, aux cercles, et aux autres communes. 

40 — Aux soci^tes de transport de toute sorte (a voie ferree, par eau, ou par 
terre) . 

50 — Aux societes de chardonnage et d’eclairage. 

6° — A toutes les autres societes assurant le service pudlic ou les interets pudlics. 

D’apres la loi allemande le fisc de FEmpire allemand est odlige de prendre a sa 
charge les frais de tons les engagements qui sont en rapport avec Farmistice ou le 
Traite de Paix. Le fisc de FEmpire n’est pas identique avec le fisc des etats fede- 
raux. Le droit allemand ne connait pas ‘les societes assurant le service public ou 
les interets publics’. Les puissances d’occupation n’ont guere cFinteret a empecher 
FEmpire allemand de dedommager les administrations de cliemins de fer, des 
etats federaux et d’autres stations fiscales, les provinces, les cercles et les autres 
communes, les usines a gaz et d’electricite, suivant la loi allemande. Vu la situa- 
tion actuelle dans la zone d’occupation fi'angaise, que d’un cote Fexecution de la 
loi de FEmpire allemand du 2. 3.1919 est strictement defendue, et que d’autre cote 
ii existe Fordonnance .frangaise, adressee a ses propres autorites, de ne pas dedom- 
mager les services de guerre que nous venons de mentionner plus liaut, il se trouve 
une lacune qui a la longue nous menera a un etat de choses intenable. Quant a la 
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zone d’occupation beige la situation est semblable. Une communication publiee 
en avril de I’annee suivante [m] permettrait I’interpretation suivante : 

1 . Les requisitions efFectuees [?avant] le i®*" mai de Fannee courante ne seront ni 

evaluees ni remboursees du cote beige. 

2. De meme ne sera pas evalue ni rembourse le logement, indifFeremment, s’il 

y a lieu avant ou apres le mai de Fannee courante. 

3. Les communes ne seront pas dedommagees pour les paiements des requisitions 

qu’elies ont effectuees a Fordre des Beiges. 

Vous trouvez done egalement ici une triple lacune. Ge serait a Favantage 
general si on arrivait par Fapplication du droit allemand qui a ete forme d’apres 
les besoins des pays rhenans a une solution commune au sujet de Festirnation et du 
remboursement des indemnites. Si les Puissances d’occupation tenaient a prendre 
part aux travaux de reclierches des dommages, on pourrait facilement trouver une 
force [rir] a ce sujet par mesure administrative sans qu’il fut necessaire d’abroger 
la loi ailemande. Les requisitions ne devraient se faire que par le Commandant 
en Chef des troupes alliees et associees ou par les commandants en chef des 
diverses puissances et en cas qu’elles fussent d’importance, seulement par Finter- 
mediaire du Gommissaire de FEmpire qui aurait la taclie de prendre l[es] mesures 
necessaires afin de garantir Fexecution des requisitions. 

Article 8 

§ 33- — Les fonctionnaires civils, les officiers et leurs families pouvant ^tre loges 
en suivant les regiements concernant les cantonnements actuellement en vigueur 
dans chaque armee, FAllemagne exprime le desir de ce qu’un exemplaire de ces 
regiements lui soit bientot remis. Comme probablement des regiements concernant 
le logement des families font defaut dans les differentes armees, il est necessaire 
d*etablir un accord special. II est egalement necessaire de fixer plus clairement 
retendiie du terme de la ‘famille’. 

Les troupes d’occupation devraient etre le plus possible concentrees dans 
certaines garnisons et non pas dispersees sur tout le territoire. Lors de la dislocation 
il devrait etre tenu compte des emplacements existant pour le logement des troupes 
et de la penurie d’habitations tres grande en beaucoup d’endroits. 11 est de toute 
importance d’apprendre bientot ciuels sont les endroits envisages pour les garnisons 
de longue duree, afin de pouvoir entreprendre au besoin les installations neces- 
sairesj en vue d’eviter d’etablir des casinos d’officiers dans les rnaisons privees. 

Appendix B to No. 15 

Peace Conference 

w. G. p. 114.6.] Feeding of Russian prisojiers in Germany 
Memorandum by Mr. Hoover 

It will be recollected that the Allied Governments made certain agieements with 
the Germans for the retention of Russian prisoners in Germany, and made under- 
takings for the support of these prisoners by the Allied Governments. Their food 
supply and support has been carried out through the French Government, the 
British Red Gross, the American Red Gross, with a personnel of about 800 Allied 
officers, doctors, etc., under the general direction of the Inter-Allied Military 
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Mission at Berlin. The Supreme, Economic Council has appealed to arrange for 
such food supply, and the measures above recited were finally, to a considerable 
degree, instituted at the inspiration of that Council. 

The British Red Gross have already notified of the withdrawal of their entire 
personnel on the first of August. This will immediately leave some 35,000 of the 
prisoners without supervision. The American Army will necessarily demobilize 
their entire personnel some time in the month of August. The Red Gross Societies 
are withdrawing their financial support and the funds for the provision of food 
and clothing (except those provided by the French Government) are absolutely 
exhausted, and I understand that even these are about to be withdrawn. The 
Supreme Economic Council has no means by which any further provision can be 
made in this matter. 

The retention of these prisoners was primarily a military measure instituted 
under the Allied Military authorities and it would appear to me must now become 
a proper concern of the various War Departments, There are apparently over 
200,000 prisoners left, of whom it is desired to repatriate approximately 25,000 as 
recruits to the Russian Northern Army. Of the balance, some 40,000 should be 
repatriated to Southern Russia and the remainder to Central Russia. The 
prisoners are not entirely free from Bolshevik ideas, which may have a political 
bearing on the destinations to which they are repatriated. The large majority have 
no desire to fight either for or against the Bolshevists, and their sole desire is to 
return to their families whom they have not seen for five years. In any event, it is 
necessary to pi'ovide at once some measure of food, clothing, and personnel to 
supervise distribution pending repatriation, and beyond this it is necessary to 
immediately provide for their repatriation. This latter operation will I'equire some 
months, but they must be repatriated before winter. 

I understand the German authorities are demanding the immediate repatriation 
of these prisoners, as it required a force of some 18,000 German troops to guard 
them. The prisoners themselves are demanding their repatriation. I understand 
that their boots and clothing are in such condition that they cannot be marched 
to any destination, and, in any event, they would probably indulge in brigandage 
unless repatriated under military supervision. The points therefore to be decided 
are : 

1. Are the prisoners to be repatriated at once? 

2. Are they to be repatriated to the nearest Russian point thi'ough Poland? 

3. Are they to be repatriated by sea to Black Sea ports? 

4. If either of these alternatives, who is to pay for the cost thereof, and who is 

to undertake it? 

5. Who is to furnish the food and personnel for their care in the meantime? 

I M/^ould like to emphasize that the relief agencies under co-ordination through 
the Supreme Economic Council have now practically exhausted their resources 
and cannot take part in this matter, so that other arrangements must be set up at 
the earliest possible moment. 

Herbert Hoover. 

i6tli July, 1919. 
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H, D. 12.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^ Or say, Paris, on Monday, 

July 21, igig, at 3.30 pm. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretary, 
Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M, Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, 
M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai, 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Chapin. British Empire: Gapt. E. 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. Zanchi, 

Interpreter : Pi'of. P. J. Mantoux. 

I. { a ) Mr. Balfour said that before starting with the subjects on the Agenda, 

he would like to observe that there was not a single item on 
(ImsHon of hasten- touching Peace with Bulgaria, or indeed touching any 
wfth BuigaHa Treaty of Peace at all. The subjects for discussion were no 
doubt important subjects, but the Bulgarians were to come 
to Paris on the following Friday.* He thought it would be discreditable if 
the Conference were not ready to hand them a Treaty on their arrival, or 
shortly after it. He understood that the delay came from the re-opening of 
the frontier question. The Reparation and Financial Glauses were delayed 
in consequence. Unless the ultimate size of Bulgaria were known, it was 
difficult to estimate what sums she would be able to pay. Another question 
that was delayed was that of responsibilities, and the method of procedure to 
be adopted against persons who had broken the laws of war. He had enquired 
why Glauses similar to those inserted in the Treaties with Germany and with 
Austria were not adopted for the Treaty of Bulgaria, and he had been given 
the following explanations. In the other Treaties it had been stipulated that 
if the crime had been committed to tlie detriment of a Frenchman, the trial 
should be in a French Court, and if against an Englishman, in an English 
Court. If against Nationals of several countries, in a mixed Court. It 
appeared, however, that a Greek, Serbian, or Roumanian Court would not 
be regarded as offering a fair trial to a Bulgarian who had committed an 
offence against a Greek, Serbian or Roumanian, Tliis might or might not 
be, but whatever the merits of the case, he thought the Council should insist 
that the work be terminated rapidly. He would suggest that M. Glemenceau 
should request the Commissions to expedite their labours. 

Mr. White said that he would like to add a word to Afr. Balfour’s remarks. 
He wished to propose that the Council should give authority to the Commission 
on New States to take up the protection of minorities clauses for the Treaty 
with Bulgaria. He understood that the Economic Glauses and the clauses 
prepared by the Ports, Waterways and Railways Commission were ready. 

* July 25, 1919. 
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Mr. Balfour thought that Mr. Wliite’s iiiformatioii was not quite 
accurate. The Port question, for instance, was held up pending a decision 
as to whether or not Bulgaria was to have Dedeagatch. 

Mr. White said that in any case the Commission on New States might 
get to work on Glauses for the protection of minorities. 

(It was agreed that the Commission on New States be asked to prepare 
for the Treaty with Bulgaria Glauses for the protection of Minorities.) 

{b) M. Tittoni said that in accordance with the request of his colleagues, 2 
he had discussed the question of frontiers between Greece and 
Report by M. Tit- Bulgaria with M. Venizelos. The latter demanded the whole 
^cmfJrenmwUhM Eastern and Western Thrace, and declined to reduce his 
^ ' claims in any respect. It was therefore impossible to obtain 

any concession and the question must be decided by the 
Council. Consequently he considered his mission ended as he could obtain 
nothing further from M. Venizelos. 

{c) M, Clemenceau said that he would ask M. Tardieu to explain the situa- 
tion regarding the frontiers of Bulgaria. 

(M. Tardieu entered the room.) 

M. Clemenceau said that the Bulgarians were expected to 
arrive in four days. He asked him, as President of the Commission dealing 
with Bulgaria, to explain to what extent the Treaty was ready for them. 

M. Tardieu said that he was only President of the Commission dealing 
with the frontier question. In that Commission, the result obtained was total 
disagreement between the American and Italian Delegations on the one 
hand, and the British, French and Japanese Delegations on the other. 
M, Tardieu then read and explained the report contained in Appendix A. 
He said that he would Hke to add a few words in support of the opinions he 
had himself backed in the Commission. In Western Thrace there was no 
choice between Greece and Bulgaria on ethnological grounds. The vast 
majority of the population was Turkish. The country, however, was not to 
be given to the Turks, The next most numerous population was, according 
to French statistics, Greek — according to other statistics, Bulgarian. It was 
very likely that the war had brought about alterations in the relative pro- 
portions of the population. As to the possession of a Port, the Bulgarians 
had a good Port on the Black Sea. The internationalisation of the Bosphorus 
and Dardanelles would give them free access to the open sea. As to discontent, 
there would undoubtedly be discontent in Bulgaria, but the Balkans were the 
natural home of discontent, and the only question was whether discontent 
should be chiefly on the side of those who had fought against us, or mainly 
among the Balkan Nations who had fought for us. He would remind the 
Council that the impossible desire to produce union in the Balkans had 
wasted precious months during the war. It led to the Allied defeat at the 
Dardanelles, and to numerous troubles in Salonika. The mistakes made in 
the war should not be repeated in the Peace. As to the ultimate disposal of 
* See No. I X, minute 6. 
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Eastern Thrace, he did not wish to prejudice the question. It might perhaps be 
most fitting to attribute it to the territory of Constantinople should the Council 
decide not to give it to Greece. The point was, not who got it, but who lost it. 

M. Glemengeau said that the question was evidently one which the 
Council must solve. He was prepared to discuss it at once, but he was afraid 
that Mr. White would not be able, without consulting his Government, to 
reach a decision immediately. 

Mr. White said this was so. 

M, Glemengeau said that unfortunately he could not be present in the Coun- 
cil on the following day, and that M. Pichon also would be unavoidably detained 
in Brussels. Pie was not sure that a meeting could be held on Wednesday. -^ He 
hoped that by Thursday Mr. White could obtain the views of his Government. 

Mr. White said that he would send a second telegram that very evening 
to endeavour to obtain instructions by Thursday. 

Mr. Balfour said that he regretted the delay as he regarded the matter 
as very urgent. He would, however, as it was necessary, assent to a postpone- 
ment until Thursday. 

(In view of the importance of terminating at the earliest possible moment, 
the preparation of the Treaty of [?with] Bulgaria, it was decided that the 
first item on the Agenda for Thursday, July 24tli, should be the determina- 
tion of the frontiers of Bulgaria.) 

2. M. Glemengeau said that he had just received a communication from Bela 
Kun announcing that he proposed to attack the Roumanians, 
Appointment of an order to enforce upon them respect for the Armistice 
Initt^e^of^nqui^' arranged by the Powers. (Appendix B.) M. Glemenceau 
for Hungary added that he did not know whether the Roumanians would 
be able to resist the attack. They had two divisions with 
which to oppose it. French troops were not far ofl- and General Franchet 
d’Esperey had ordered them to fire if attacked. This news perhaps rendered 
the appointment of the Committee unnecessary. 

Mr. Balfour said that he considered himself authorised to nominate a Gen- 
eral to go to Hungary. The General in question was Major-General Gorton. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Generals might proceed to the front and 
report on what was going on there. 

Mr, White said that he had, as yet, received no orders from Washington. 

M. Tittoni said that, according to news from a good source, General 
Boehm, who had been Commander of the Hungarian Red Army, had paid 
a visit to Vienna. He had ceased to be Commander-in- Chief but appeared 
to be still in touch with Bela Kun. It would seem, from what he had said in 
Vienna, 'that an effort was being made to convert the Communist Govern- 
ment of Hungary into a Socialist Government. He suggested that the Allied 
Representatives at Vienna be asked to enquire into this report and inform 
the Council of the results of their enquiry. 

(It was decided not to nominate the Committee of Enquiry until such time 
as Mr. White should have obtained the views of his Government. It was 
3 July 23, 1919. 
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fmrtlier decided that the representatives of the Allied and Associated 
Powers in Vienna should be asked for inforniation regarding the visit of 
Genera! Boehm to that city, and to investigate the report that he had 
declared that he was trying to bring about a movement in Hungary aiming 
at the transformation of the present Communist Government of Bela Kun. 
into a Socialist Government. The truth and eventual importance of the 
alleged scheme should be verified.) 

(At this point, the Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council 
at Versailles and General Thwaites entered the room.) 

3. The Council had before it a report of the Military Representatives on the 

Army of Occupation in Upper Silesia. (Appendix G.^) 

Report of the Mih- GENERAL Belin read the conclusions of the report to the 

tary RepuseMahves j division of 13,000 men would be required. 

Hon in Upper Silesia Mr. Balfour asked whence this division could be 
obtained. 

General Belin said that, in the first draft of the report, it had been 
suggested that the division should be drawn from the troops employed in 
the occupation of the Rhineland. He would suggest, therefore, that Marshal 
Foch be asked if he could spare the troops. These troops would not be lost 
to Marshal Foch’s command: they would be stationed on the confines of 
Poland and Prussia, and, should any trouble arise requiring armed inter- 
vention, these troops, which would remain under Marshal Foch’s orders, 
could be utilised to co-operate with any movements made in the west. 

M. Glemenceau said that Marshal Foch’s estimate for the troops of 
occupation was 150,000 men. He would certainly be able to spare 13,000 
from this number. He entirely agreed with the judicious remarks of General 
Belin. The division would, no doubt, be composed of international elements. 
(It was agreed that the report of the Military Representatives, together 
with the suggestion that the necessary troops should be furnished by the 
Army of Occupation on the Rhine, be approved in principle and be sub- 
mitted to Marshal Foch for his views regarding the possibility of furnishing 
the division required and on its composition.) 

4. The Council had before it a report of the Military Representatives. 

(Appendix D.s) 

Report of the Mili- GENERAL Belin read the conclusions of the Report under 

tary Representatives heading ‘Material Assistance’. 

‘p]i!anTin7he^ceded ^Ilemenceau said that the means of transport to 

ierriioiy in case of Poland were unsatisfactory. An inter-allied train, laden with 
Disturbance munitions on its way to Poland, had been blown up on 

German territory. The German Government did not appear 
to be involved. The train was guarded by Polish soldiers, who had apparently 
been neglectful. It would perhaps, therefore, be advantageous to organise 
transport by sea. 

4 Not printed. This appendix was identical with No. 1 1, appendix E, q.v. 

5 Not printed. This appendix was identical with No. 1 1, appendix F, q.v. 
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Mr. Balfour pointed out that the only port available was Dantzig and 
that Allied control over it was not very good. 

M. Glemengeau said that the situation at Dantzig had improved. The 
turbulent elements were quieter and the German Government appeared to 
be resigned to losing the port. He suggested, that the best plan would be to 
ask Marshal Foch to telegraph to General Nudant in Berlin to open negotia- 
tions with the German Government regarding transport by sea. 

(It was decided that Marshal Foch he asked to initiate negotiations with 
the German Government for the transport of material for Poland to 
Dantzig.) 

General Belin then read the conclusions of the report under the heading 
‘Preventive Measures’. He explained that there were Allied officers serving 
in the Polish Army. Some of these might be nominated in advance to posts 
on the Delimitation Commission, which, as such, was only to be appointed 
15 days after the coming into force of the Treaty. These officers might, in 
anticipation of their future duties, undertake to supervise the handing over 
of the ceded districts. 

(This proposal was agreed to. 

It was decided that Marshal Foch be requested to report on the possibility 
of appointing Allied Officers serving in the Polish Army, who would ulti" 
mately be nominated to the Delimitation Commission, to supervise the 
transfer of the ceded territory from Germany to Poland.) 

5. M. Glemengeau said that he had received a letter from M. Venizelos 
regarding the appointment of a Commission of Enquiry. 
Appointment of Inter- (See Appendix E.^) M. Venizelos desired that a Greek 
Allied Commission of Commissioner be appointed. This proposal did not appear 
Enquiry in Asia Minor -^q ]3e very acceptable. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the Council had sent 
French and Italian officers to investigate the incidents at Fiume. 

M. Glemengeau observed that the case was different. At Fiume the 
incidents had occurred as between Nationals of the Great Powers. In Asia 
Minor the incidents concerned Greeks and Turks. It appeared to him 
unreasonable to appoint a Greek to investigate a case of that kind. If his 
coUeagiies disagreed with him, however, he would not press this point of \dew. 

M. Tittoni said that he was of the same opinion as M. Glemenceau. The 
investigating Commission would be the direct emanation of the Gouncii. It 
should, therefore, conform to the composition of the Gouncii, If a Greek 
officer were to be appointed to the Commission in Asia Minor, it might be 
argued on the same lines that M. Venizelos should have remained in the 
room, at a previous meeting, when the Gouncii deliberated on the subject 
of the Greek occupation in Anatolia. 

Mr. Balfour said that in the early days of the Conference, it had been 

6 Not printed. M. .Venizelos* letter, dated July 19, 1919, was as indicated by 
M. Glemenceau. 



laid down that Powers with limited interests should be represented when 
matters directly affecting them were discussed. 

M. Glemengeau said that they were heard on matters regarding their 
interests, but the deliberations were conducted by the Five Powers. 

Mr. White said that he thought the argument on both sides was strong, 
and that he had no very definite preferences. 

Mr. Balfour asked the military experts present in the room whether they 
thought the collaboration of a Greek officer would be conducive to a sound 
finding. 

General Thwaites expressed the opinion that it was undesirable to 
appoint a Greek officer. 

General Bliss said that the presence of officers of all Allied Nations would 
give an appearance of impartiality. He did not feel strongly on the subject, 
but he was inclined personally to think that there should be officers from each 
of the Allied Nations on the Commission. 

M. Glemengeau said that the presence of a Greek officer on the Com- 
mission would doubtless not matter much. 

M. Tittoni objected to it as creating a precedent, which challenged the 
whole mechanism of the Conference. 

Mr. Balfour observed that the Greek officer would go as a representative 
of the Powers. 

(After some fuither discussion it was agreed that M. Venizelos be informed 
that he might appoint a Greek officer to follow the labours of the Com- 
mission. This officer would not, however, have a vote on the Commission 
and would take no part in its finding. 

The following nominations were then made ; — 

For Italy General Dallolio. 

„ France General Franchet d’Esperey to nominate an 

officer. 

„ Great Britain General Milne to nominate an officer. 

„ United States An officer to be appointed after a reply from 
of America Washington had' been received. 

It was decided that the Commission should begin its labours at once, 
and should gather as early as possible at Constantinople.) 

6 . 

Appointment of a Com- (It was agreed that nominations to this Commission should 
mission of Administra- he communicated to the Secretary-General on the follow- 
lion in the Plebiscite zone f qo- day.) 
of Upper Silesia 

7. Mr. Balfour said that the report (Appendix F) was to the effect that the 
Commission was unable to say wliether the money required 

Report ^ oj Pmancial jjy General Gough was really necessary, whether the Allied 

Commission regarding A ^ 11^ • , ,1 ^ , . 

the financial Assistance Governments could furnish the money and what security 
to the Baltic States existed for repayment. For all the assistance given to the 
Council, the Commission might as well not have reported 
at all. He quoted from a telegram from General Gough to the effect that 



the Germans were paying 15 million marks a month to support the Baltic 
Landwehr and the troops of Prince Lieven,’’ and suggesting that to deliver 
Latvia and Russia from financial obligation to Germany, the CTermans be 
ordered to continue payment into a British bank to the account of the 
Ulmanis Government^ as a portion of the reparation due from Germany. 
Mr. Balfour added that it was surprising that the Germans should be able 
to pay such a sum while all the Entente Powers together could not afford 
half a million a month. 

M. Glemenceau said that he thought the matter could not be settled at 
that meeting. 

(The question was therefore postponed.) 

8. M. Tardieu said that, as he had previously explained, ^ there was a 
Commission to supervise the execution of the Territorial 
and Political Clauses of the Treaty, and another to super- 
vise the execution of the Reparation and Financial Glauses. 
There were, however, two other important chapters in 
the Treaty requiring similar Commissions, namely, the 
Economic and Colonial. He pointed out that the existing 
committees could not perform this work. He, therefore, 
proposed that a Committee be appointed to supervise the execution of these 
Glauses of the Treaty. 

Baron Making said that, as regards the Colonial Clauses, the most 
important of these were covered by the work of the Reparation Commission, 
and the remainder by the Committee dealing with Mandates. The work of 
these two bodies appeared to cover the main part of the Articles dealing with 
German colonies. If anything were left over, there might be a reason 
for appointing a new Commission, and he would be glad to know what 
remained over. 

M. Tardieu said that he agreed. The Reparation Commission could, he 
thought, in a. few hours deal with all questions wdiich the Committee on 
Mandates left untouched. All he wished was that some body should be 
required to do the necessary work on behalf of the Council. 

Baron Making suggested that the Committee on Mandates should be 
asked to make a report, 

(After some further discussion, the two following resolutions were then 

adopted: — 

1. That the supervision of the execution of the Economic Clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany should be entrusted to the Economic Gommis- 
sion. The Commission was asked to report to the Council at an early 
date. 

2. That the supervision of the execution of the Colonial Clauses of the 
Treaty with Germany should be entrusted to tbe Mandates Committee. 
The Committee was asked to report to the Council at an early date.) 

’’ Cf. Vol, III of this series. (For the Ulmanis Government cf. No. 29, note 7). 

® See No. 1 2, minute 4. 


Appointment of Com- 
missions to Supervise 
Execution of Economic 
and Colonial Clauses 
of Treaty with Ger- 
many 



g. M, Tardieu said that lie had just seen a letter which had not been com- 
municated to the Gominission dealing with the question of 
rh^racmtim Klagenfurt. (Appendix G.) 

oj agenjur Tittoni obsen^ed that the question relating to war 

material was totally different from that of the Armistice line. 

M. Tardieu said that the Council had required a line to be drawn behind 
which the two belligerent parties could withdrawn It had then' been thought 
right that this line should, as nearly as possible, be the boundary between the 
plebiscite areas. This had been done. An argument was now raised by the 
Yiigo-Slavs against withdrawing behind the line on the plea that there was a 
certain stock of arms and munitions captured by them from the Austrians 
wdiich they were entitled to remove. He thought this excuse for not with- 
drawing should not be tolerated. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had imagined that it had been arranged that 
the Serbs should retire leaving behind them a small guard under Allied 
officers to watch these stores, to which it appeared they had a legitimate title. 
There appeared to be no serious objection to the execution of this plan. The 
stores belonged to the Serbs and should they have to abandon them they would 
have a real grievance. 

M. Tittoni said that the matter w^as not as clear to him as it seemed to be to 
Mr, Balfour. Mr. Balfour seemed convinced that these stores belonged to the 
Serbs. The Serbs had occupied the territory in which these stores were after 
the armistice. They had no right, therefore, to claim as war booty material 
taken after the armistice. These stores represented a security for the repara- 
tion due from Austria. In it the Serbs were entitled not to the whole, but to 
one-fifth. The whole question should therefore be handed over to the 
Reparation Commission. If all the armaments in Austria were bartered away, 
there would finally remain nothing in the country to pay reparation. F urther, 
he thought the presence of Serbian troops, even in small numbers, was incom- 
patible with the due observance of the plebiscite. As it was, the inhabitants 
complained that the Serbians threatened them. The same plan therefore 
should be adopted in this territory as was adopted in the areas in dispute 
between Germans and Poles. A police force was required, but not one repre- 
senting either claimant. 

Mr. Balfour said that M. Tittoni’s argument was a strong one, but it 
could hardly apply to a very small section of Serbian troops posted to guard 
a building. This he thought was all that the proposed force amounted to. He 
would like to ask at what date the plebiscite was to take place. 

M. Tardieu said that M. Tittoni’s observation might have force at the time 
when the plebiscite w^as to occur, but this was to be from three to six months 
after the coming into force of the Treaty, The Treaty had not yet been 
signed. 

Mr. Balfour said that long before this the munitions would have been 
removed, and the Serbian guard would have gone with them. 

M. Tardieu said that he would suggest a slight modification of Mr. Bal- 
four's proposal, namely, that instead of a .Serbian guard, the Allied generals 
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in the area be asked to take charge of the stores, and to give the Serbians 
a receipt. 

(The following Resolution was then adopted : — ? 

‘It was decided that the troops of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes be. 
required to evacuate the whole of sone “B” in the Klagenfiirt Basin, in 
conformity with the boundary already communicated to them.® The arms 
and stores claimed by them, -^vill be handed over for custody to the Allied 
Generals, who will furnish a receipt for the same.^) 

10. M. Glemengeau said that there was a complaint communicated by 
M. Paderewski that the Germans were removing from Dantzig 
necessary for the working of the factories. The 
Germam ^ ^ complaint emanated from a Committee of the working 
population of Danzig. (See Appendix H.) 

M. Glemengeau proposed that Marshal Foch be asked to deal with the 
question, 

(It was decided to refer the document communicated by M. Paderewski 
regarding German action in Danzig to Marshal Foch for suitable action.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

July 21, iQig. 

Appendix A to No. i6 
Gonf]iIrenge des PniLiMiNAiREs DE Paix. 

Rapport sur les Froniieres Bulgares presente au Conseil SuprSme par le Comite Central 
des Qiiesiions Territoriales 

Le Gomite central territorial, charge par decision du Goriseil supreme en date 
du 2 juillet,^° de proposer un trace de frontiere pour la Bulgarie, a Fhonneur de 
formuler I’avis suivant: 

I. Frontiere de Dobroudja 

L’unanimite n’a pu s’etablir. Les avis exprimes sont les suivants : 

1° Le Comite, moins la Delegation americaine, estime qu’ii n’est pas possible, 
par decision de la Conference, d’imposer a la Roumanie un deplacement de la 
frontiere existant en 1914; 

2° La Delegation am&icaine ne croit pas qu’il soit sage de separer les difierents 
elements de la question dans le reglement des territoires roumains. Elle estime en 
outre que les Puissances sont qualifiees, dans I’interet d’une paix cju’eiles out a 
garantir, pour demander a la Roumanie de restituer les territoires qu’elle a annexes 
par ia force en 1913, alors qu’elle revolt maintenant de la main de ces Puissances 
des territoires beaucoup plus etendus enleves a I’Autriche grace aux efforts militaires 
des Puissances aliiees et associees. 

3° Le Gomite, moins la Delegation americaine, estime que, sans faire une 
suggestion a cet egard au Gouvernement roumain, la Conference pourrait simple- 

9 See No. 25, appendix E. 10 See No. 2, minute 4. 
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merit interroger ce Gouvernement sur ses intentions en ce qui concei ne le maiiitieii 
ou le deplacement eventuel de ia frontiere de 1914. 

4° En consequence, pour le moment, le Gomite, moins la Delegation americaine, 
propose le maintien de la frontiere de 1914- 

II. Frontiere Nord 

(moins la dobroudja) 

A Tunanimite, le Gomite propose le maintien de la frontiere existante. 

III. Frontiere Quest 

A ruiianimite, le Gomite propose la frontiere decrite dans le rapport de la 
Commission des affaires yougo-slaves en date dii 6 avril,” sauf ramendement 
suivant, relatif a la region du Timok: 

(Rapport n" 2, du 6 avril 1919, relatif aux frontiere[s] de la Yougo-Slavie, 
page 16, ligne 9); 

suivant i’ancienne frontiere jusqu’au point a Test de Vkisvor oil elle rencontre 
la riviere Besdanica ; 

de la vers le nord-est et jusqu’en un point du cours de la riviere Timok a choisir 
pi'es de la cote 38 a I’ouest de Bregovvo; 

une ligne a determiner sur le terrain suivant d’une fa^on generale la ligne de 
partage des eaux entre les bassins du Timok au nord-ouest et de la Topolovitsa et 
de la Delejna au sud-est, en passant par les cotes 367 et 374 tout en laissant a 
rfitat serbe, croate, Slovene, les localites de Halovo, Sipikovo (ainsi que ia route 
reunissant ces deux localites) et Kojilovo, et a la Bulgarie les localites de Kosovo, 
Rakitnica et Brecovo; 

de la jusqu’au Danube Fancienne frontiere entre la Bulgarie et la Serbie. 

Get amendement est motive, non par des raisons militaires, mais en vue de 
rendre possible la police de la voie ferree. II porte au maximum, en chiflfres ronds, 
sur 20 kilometres en longueur et 3 en largeur. 

IV. Frontiere Sud 

L’unanimite n’a pu s’etablir. 

Les Delegations britannique, fran^aise et japonaise, proposent la ligne bleue 
de la carte jointe au rapport de la Commission des affaires grecques en date du 
30 mars.*^' Les Delegations americaine et italienne proposent la frontiere de 1913, 
amendee, au profit de ia Bulgarie, par le traite turco-bulgare de 1915. 

Les Delegations britannique, fran^aise et japonaise rappellent que la Delegation 
americaine a la Commission des affaires grecques avait accepte, sans faire de 
reserves, la ligne bleue ci-dessus, et que la Delegation italienne, tout en formulant 
une r&erve sur Fattribution totale a la Grece de la Thrace orientale, s’etait declaree 
cFaccord en principe sur la ligne bleue. 

Les Delegations britannique, frangaise et japonaise expriment a ce propos leur 
regret que, s’agissant pratiquement, bien que dans deux commissions differentes, 

“ This frontier had been accepted by the Council of Foreign Ministers on May j 6, 1919. 
A record of the discussion in the Council on that occasion is printed in Faprs relating to the 
Foreign Relatiotis of the United States: the Paris Peace Conference igxg, vol. iv, pp. 720-1. 

This report had been considered by the Council of Foreign Ministers on May 16, 19 ig. 
A record of the discussion of it in the Council is printed op. cit., vol. iv, pp. 716-17. For the 
trace of the ‘blue line’ see No. 33, note 2. 
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de la meme question, les Delegations americaine et italieiine aient emis, a quatre 
mois de distance, deux avis differeiits. 

La Delegation americaine fait remarquer que dans le rapport de la Commission 
des affaires grecques, ia Delegation americaine a explique son acceptation des 
demandes de la Grece dans les termes suivants : 

‘La Delegation des fitats-Unis se reserve le droit de modifier la fronti^re, qu’elle 
accepte, suivant I’attribution eventuelle du territoire de la Thrace orientaled 

La Delegation americaine fait remarquer que cette reserve a ete dictee par la 
croyance que si la Thrace orientale etait rattachee a i’Etat international, il n’y 
aurait aucune raison serieuse d’annexer a la Grece le territoire de ia Thrace 
occidentale c^ui n’est pas grecque; elle fait remarquer en outre que dans le premier 
rapport du Gomite centi'al territorial au Gonseil supreme le Delegue americain a 
refuse son adhesion a la frontiere proposee par la Commission des affaires grecques 
et s’est au contraire abstenu de formuler des propositions quelconques basees sur 
le rapport de la Commission des affaires gi’ecques au sujet de la region en question. 

Se basant sur ces reserves explicites et implicites, et, en outre, sur le fait que le 
Gomite central territorial charge de tracer les frontieres de la Bulgarie a le devoir 
de se mettre a I’ceuvre avec des vues plus larges que celles de Commissions terri- 
toriaies sp^ciales et avec le dessein unique d’arriver k la decision qui contribuera 
ie mieux a Petablissement d’une paix juste et durable, la Delegation americaine 
ne peut adopter ie point de vue des Delegations britannique, fran^aise et japonaise. 

La Delegation italienne s’associe a cette observation en se referant aux reserves 
formelles qu’elle a deja presentees a ce sujet et qui sont mentionnees au proces- 
verbal n° i6, page 3 du Gomite central territorial. 

Ces observations faites sur les conditions du desaccord, ce desaccord, quant au 
fond, est motive comme suit : 

1“ Point de vue americain et italien 

La Delegation americaine exprime I’avis suivant: 

a) La Bulgarie n’a pas acquis la Thrace occidentale par droit de conquete, mais 
par suite d’une cession consentie volontairement par la Grece et ses allies ennemis 
de la Bulgarie qui, bien qu’ils fussent vainqueurs, reconnurent la sagesse qu’il y 
avait a accorder a la Bulgarie vaincue ce debouche naturel vers la mer. Le pays 
fut occupe par des troupes helleniques et non bulgares ; et la Bulgarie n’est entree 
en possession qu’a la suite du retrait volontaire des forces helleniques. Les titres 
de la Bulgarie a la possession de la Thrace occidentale n’etaient fobjet d’aucune 
contestation au commencement de la guerre actuelle. Le seul point encoie en 
discussion k Bucarest etait de savoir si la Bulgarie ne devait pas obtenir plutot plus 
que moins de territoire sur la mer Egee. La Delegation americaine pense qu’on 
serait mal avise en infligeant a une nation, dans le but de la punir, la perte d’un 
territoire auquei elle a de justes titres au point de vue legal, ethnique et economique. 

b) Le rapport de la Commission des Affaires grecques contient une erreur 
fondamentale quand il declare, comme premier argument a Fappui de ses con- 
clusions, que: 

‘La population non musulmane de la Thrace bulgare est plutot grecque que 
buigare’, et que: ‘Les di'oits ethniques de la Grece sont done superieurs a ceiix de 
la Bulgarie.’ 

Les statistiques sur lesquelles reposent ces assertions sont anterieures en date a la 
cession de ia Thrace occidentale a la Bulgarie; le verbe ne pourrait done s’empioyer 
qu’au passe. La population non musulmane etait grecque plus que buigare, a un 



tres faible degre, avant que le territoii’e n’ait passe a ia Bulgarie, Un fait bien 
connu cependant et qui n’est pas conteste, c’est qu’a mesure que les^ troupes 
helleniques se retiraient de la Thrace occidentale, par suite de sa cession a la 
Bulgarie, une partie de la population grecque a evacue la region; et cet exode a 
continue depuis, tandis qu’il arrivait un Hot de Bulgares pour remplacer les Grecs. 
Les temoignages portant sur de pretendues deportations de Grecs en dehors de 
cette r^ion, sont contradictoires. En tout cas, la majorite relativenient legere dii 
cote grec aurait ete, inevitablement, remplacee par une majorite relative bulgare 
grace a des causes naturelles a la suite de la cession de ce territoire a la Bulgaiie. 

Les temoignages sont contradictoires sur la question de savoir si ia majorite 
rnahometane prefererait etre sous Tautorite bulgare ou grecque, au cas ou ii scrait 
impossible d’avoir une administration turque. Les depositions des huit deputes 
musulmans^^ ne sont pas entierement convaincantes. On doit noter cpie la iangue 
maternelle d’une grande proportion de ces mahometans est le bulgare, tandis que 
peu d’entre eux parlent le grec; il est done difficile de croire que ces populations 
de Iangue bulgare prefereraient etre sous Tautorite de la Grece plutot que sous 
ceile de la Bulgarie. Les deux principaux arguments que la Commission des 
Affaires grecques a fait valoir a Fappui de ses conclusions, perdent ainsi de leur force, 

c) L’absence de tout acces direct par terre a la mer Mediterannee compromettra 
gravement le developpement economique de la Bulgarie, La promesse faite par la 
Grece de n’entraver en rien le transit et d’accorder des facilites dans les ports du 
territoire hellenique ne represente pas I’equivalent d’un acces direct a la mer, 
mSme en temps de paix; en temps de guei’re ceia n’aurait aucune valeur, Ge 
principe a ete entierement reconnu par les Puissances quand elles ont tenu k 
assurer cet acces a la mer dans le cas de la Pologne. La route par ia mer Noire et 
les Dardanelles ne remplace pas Faeces direct puisqiie c’est une voie detourn^e qui 
sera par consAiuent plus longue et plus couteuse. 

d) Mime si Fon pouvait en fait surmonter les inconvenients economiques, il 
serait impossible de convaincre le peuple bulgare que son developpement futiir 
n’est pas entrav^ par la perte de ce que toutes les nations appr^cient le plus haute- 
ment. Il garderait un profond ressentiment de Finjustice commise en iui imposant 
ces frontieres, et ce sentiment serait une menace inevitable pour la paix future 
du monde. 

e) La cession par la Turquie a la Bulgarie, en 1915, du territoire voisin d’Andri- 
nople a reparc une injustice grave imposee a la Bulgarie en 1913, lorsque la 
Turquie ferrna Fissue naturelle de la vailde de la Maritza et coupa la seule ligne 
de chemin de fer conduisant au port de la Bulgarie sur la mer Egee. Il est essentiel 
de maintenir cette rectification, car il serait vain de donner a la Bulgarie une 
position sur la mer si la route naturelle d’acces a cette derni^re doit rester bloquee. 

Les arguments ethnographiques, economiques et politiques, aussi bien que ia 
possession de fait appuyee sur des titres valables, tout est en fkveur du maintien 
des frontieres bulgares tellcs qu’eUes existent a Fheure actuelle. 

En consequence ia Delegation americaine fait la proposition suivante : 

'La fronti&'e sud de la Bulgarie sera celle qui existait apres la ce.ssion par la 
Turquie en 1913 [1915] du territoire voisin d’Andrinople, sous reserve du droit des 
principaies Puissances alliees et associees de rattacher a FEtat international telle 
partie dudit territoire qu’il paraitrait ddsirable.’ 

La Delegation itaiienne s’associe aux observations et conclusions de ia Dele- 
gation americaine. 

” See No. appendix E. 



2° Point de vm anglais, frangais et japonais 

a) Au point de vue historique ou moral, la Bulgaria n’a aucun titre a la Thrace 
occidentale. Ce territoire lui avait ete donne apres la seconde guerre balkanique, 
par la Grece et la Serbie, comme preuve de leur desir de vivre en termes amicaux 
et confiants avec un allie qui venait de les trahir. La Bulgarie a fait de cette 
generosite un abus flagrant; elle est entree dans cette guerre uniquement dans un 
but de rapine; elle a conduit cette guerre de la fagon la plus barbare et pour la 
seconde fois a ete completement battue. 

Dans ces conditions, les trois Delegations estiment que la Bulgarie n’a pas jiistifie 
la confiance qui lui avait ete primitivement accordee, ni qu’il serait politique de la 
recompenser pour son entree dans la guerre europeenne par un accroissement de 
territoire, comme le comporte le programme americain. 

b) La Bulgarie, au point de vue ethnique, n’est pas justifiee a reclamer la Thrace 
occidentale, territoire dans lequel I’element bulgare ne venait qu’en troisieme 
ligne d’apres les dernieres statistiques turques (1910). Les trois Delegations con- 
siderent que la valeur de ces statistiques n’a en rien ete cliangee par le fait que des 
deportations ou emigrations en masse de la population grecque ont eu lieu depuis 
Foccupation bulgare. Admettre un pai’eil criterium serait accorder une prime a 
la persecution des allogenes et etablir un precedent qui, dans d’autres cas, celui 
de FArmenie par exemple, conduirait aux plus injustes conclusions. 

En ce qui concerne les aspirations de la population musulmane de la Thrace 
occidentale, ii y a le temoignage de huit sur douze des deputes musulmans au 
Parlement bulgare qui, dans une recente petition adressee au General Franchet 
d’Espei'ey s’exprimaient ainsi : ‘Ce serait injuste de nous laisser sous le plus cruel 
et le plus impitoyable des jougs, le joug de la domination bulgare.’” 

Pour ces raisons, les trois Ddegations maintiennent que les conclusions de la 
Commission des Affaires grecques etaient completement justifiees. 

c) En ce qui concerne Faeces de la Bulgarie a la mer, les trois Delegations con- 
siderent que la situation economiciue de la Bulgarie beneficiera du Traite de paix 
tel qu’elles proposent actuellement de Fimposer. 

D’un cote son debouche sur la mer Noire sera rendu meilleur et plus sur par 
Finternationalisation des Detroits et du Danube. 

D’un autre cote, ie debouche naturel de la Bulgarie en Mediten'anee n’est pas 
situe en Thrace occidentale, mais en territoire grec soit a Gavalla, soit a Salonicpic. 
Le Gouvernement grec s’est d’ailleurs offert a donner a la Bulgarie des privileges 
speciaux et des facilites dans Fun de ces deux ports et la Commission des Ports 
et Voies d’eau a elabore des dispositions particulieres pour rendre cette offre 
effective. 

Le cas de la Pologne n’est pas comparable a celui de la Bulgarie puisque, c[uelie 
que soit la solution, la Bulgarie aui'a toujours libre acces a la mer par ses frontieres 
■Nord et Est. 

d) Les trois Delegations admettent sans conteste qu’en cas de guerre entre la 
Grece et la Bulgarie, les droits obtenus par cette derniere a Gavalla ou a Salonique 
seront sans effet. Mais elles n’ estiment pas cependant qu’un argument purement 
miiitaire ou strategique puisse Femporter sur d’aup-es consida'ations, 

Elies admettent aussi qu’enlever la Thrace occidentale a la Bulgarie fera naitre, 
en Bulgarie meme, d’amers ressentiments. Elles soutiennent cependant que cette 
solution est juste en elle-meme et que le ressentiment cause a la Grece et a la Serbie 
par le don a la Bulgarie de ce territoire auquel elle n’a pas droit, serait au moins 
equivalent a celui que la perte de ce territoire ^veillerait en Bulgarie. 
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e) Les trois Delegations admettent egalement que les rectifications de froritieres 
obtenues par la Bulgarie de la Turquie en 1915 sont d’une grande valeur econo- 
mique pour la Bulgarie. Elies font toutefois observer que le territoire en question 
est presque entierement habite par des populations grecques et turques; or ces 
Delegations repugnent a violer le principe ethnique dans le but de donner a la 
Bulgarie des avantages economiques qui precisement constituaient le prix paye a 
la Bulgarie pour son entree en guerre contre les Puissances alliees. Elies sont 
convaincues que Fesprit militariste en Bulgarie ne serait qu’encourage par cette 
maniere de faire et que I’opinion bulgare serait amenee a croire qu’une guerre 
aussi injustifiee, aussi inhumaine et aussi malheureuse fut-elle est en fin de compte 
un moyen avantageux de satisfaire ses appetits. 

Les trois Delegations, se tenant a la question precise posee par le Gonseil supreme 
et reservant le probleme de I’attribution de la Thrace orientale, concluent done, 
de la fa^on la plus formelle, que cette province, avec ce qui a ete ajoute en 1915’ 
doit etre cedee par la Bulgarie aux principals Puissances alliees et associees. 

Le President du Comite; 

Andre Tardieu. 


Appendix B to No. 16 

Radio de Budapest Nr. d jj le sijy d i h 30. 
A Monsieur Glemenceau. President de la Conference de la Paix 
En face de 1 ‘attitude des Roumains, devenue agressive au mipris de la volonte 
de 1 Entente, nous etions forefe de passer la Tisza et d’essayer de faire respecter 
par les Roumains la volonte de I’Entente. 

Bela Kun 

Commissaire des Affaires Etrangeres. 


Appendix F to No. 16 

559 -] Financial Assistance to the Baltic States: Report of Financial 
Commission 

Commission Financiere des Principales 
Puissances Alliees et Associees. 

Le President de la Commission Financiere, n juillet, igig. 

a Monsieur le President du Gonseil Supreme. 

Le Gonseil Supreme a renvoye a I’examen de la Commission Financiire une 
resoluuon de la Gonimission des Affaires Baltiques relative a I’aide finanefee a 
appoiter aux trois Etats de la Baltique. 

P’apres cette resolution, il y aurait une necessite urgente pour des raisons 
mfiitaires a mettre irnmediatement a la disposition du General cLgh, Chef de la 

:^50o.ooo pour la pave des troupes 
russes lettonnes employees a Libau au maintien de Pordre. Ge erfidit de S^oo 000 
ne permettrait du reste que fame face aux besoins militaires immdditu, et les 
sommes ulteneurement mdispensabies ne pourraient etre des maintenant fix&s. 

See No. 5, minute 5. 

174 



II s’agirait done d’une aide financiere dont il est pour le moment impossible de 
prevoir Fimportance. 

Si les membres du Gonseil Supreme estiment qu^I y a des avantages politiques 
et militaires importants a faire immediatement des avances aux Etats de la Baltique 
ou a autoriser les emprunts que ces Etats pourraient emettre, ils jugeront sans 
doute opportun d ’engager leurs Gouvernements a obtenir des Pariements respectifs 
les autorisations necessaires et les credits indispensables. 

Ell ce qui concerne ie cote financier de la question, la Commission Financiere 
croit devoir faire remarquer qu’a son avis, il ne peut etre examine que par les 
Ministres des Finances des Gouvernements interesses, et qu’elle sortirait de son 
role en se substituant aux differentes Tresoreries pour apprecier soit la possibilite, 
soit la modalite d’une aide financiere a apporter aux Etats de la Baltique. 

Appendix G to No. i6 

Republiq,ue Fran^aise. 

Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres. 

Direction des Affaires Politiques et Gommerciales. 

PARIS, le 21 juillet igig. 

Le Ministre des Affaires Etrangeres d Monsieur le President du Conseil Ministre 
de la Guerre. Etat-Major General 
Materiel de guerre pris par les Tougo-Slaves d Klagenfuri. 

Il ri^sulte des telegrammes du General Hallier, confirmes par des informations 
que m’a communiquees la Delegation britannique que les Yougo-Slaves expriment 
Fintention de n’evacuer le secteur de Klagenfurt que quand une decision sera 
intervenue au sujet de Fattribution du materiel de guerre pris par eux aux Autri- 
chiens, Ils reclament pour eux ce materiel, et pretendent ne pas quitter Klagenfurt 
avant Farxivee de detachements intei'allies charges de le garder et parmi lesquels 
ils demandent a etre repr^sentes dans la proportion d’un cinquieme. 

Il parait difficile d’etablir a qui, des Autidchiens ou des Yougo-Slaves, appartient 
la responsabilite des hostilites qui ont eclate recemment dans cette I'egion et qui 
ont provoque Fintervention de la Conference. Il est done egalement difficile de 
se baser sur cette responsabilite pour detex'miner Fattribution du materiel de 
guerre en question. 

D’apres les renseignements qui vous seraient parvenus, ii ne s’agirait pas 
d’ailleurs, d’un matei'iel important. D’autre part les Yougo-Slaves ont precise- 
ment besoin de materiel de guerre; ils eprouvent la plus gx'ande difficulte a se 
faire livrer du materiel de Fancienne armee austro-hongroise, dont la plus grande 
partie a du reste ete prelev6e par le Gouvernement itaiien. 

Enfin, il semble que nous ayons interet a accroitre leurs ressources a cet egard, 
pour le cas oil leur intervention serait envisagee en Hongrie, 

Pour toutes ces raisons, il me parait qu’il y aurait lieu de faire droit de la de- 
mande des Yougo-Slaves et de leur attribuer le materiel qu’iis reclament. Par 
centre, ils devraient se retii'er immediatement du secteur de Klagenfurt, derriex'e 
la iigne de demarcation tracee par la Conference. Si le materiel ne pouvait etre 
enleve, la mission interalliee pourrait envisager en effet des mesures conservatoires, 
ne devant en aucune fagon prendre le caraeffire d’une occupation interalliee, 
puisque le territoire au nord de la ligne de demarcation doit etre occupe par les 
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Autrichiens. Toutefois une decision du Conseil Supreme des Principales Puis- 
sances Alliees et Associees est necessaire. 

Me rtfCTant k votre letixe du i6 juiilet No. 6851, B S/J, j’ai done Fhonneur^de 
faire savoir qu’a mon avis il vous appartient de provoquer d’urgence cette decision 
en saisissant le Conseil d’une proposition a cet egard et en la faisant mettre k 
I’ordre du jour d’une de ses plus prochaines seances. II y a, en effet, tout inter^t 
a regler cette question dans le plus bref delai possible. 

Je serais heureus d’etre avise de la suite que vous aurez cru devoir donner a la 
presente depdehe. 

Appendix H to No. 16 

DANT2IG. 7. 7. 19. 

To the Council of Four. 

The Dantzig working classes are faced with a problem threatening their very 
existence (as ?) the local authorities can arrange no prospects of work for the 
future. Part of the factories, etc., are being, and will be, closed, owing to lack of 
materials and power. The working classes will very shortly be starving, and riots 
among the workers are to be feared, which will not be in the interests of the new 
Free Town. 

Time presses, and the working classes therefore appeal to the Council of Four 
to safeguard their working interests. 

The Committee of the Working 
Population of Dantzig. 


No. 17 

m D. 13.] JVotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Friday, 
July 25, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Plarrison. 

British Empire' The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretaries, 
Mr, H, Norman, Sir Ian Malcolm, K.G.M.G. 

France'. M. Ciemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin, 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai, 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Chapin. British Empire: Lieut.- 
Commander Bell. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Colonel Jones, 
Interpreter: Prof. P.J. Mantoux. 

I. Mr, White stated that before dealing with the questions on the Agenda 
Allied action communicate to the Council some information 

in Hungary received with regard to General Boehm's visit to 

Vienna. The information in question had been transmitted 
through Mr. Hoover whom he requested the Council to ask for information. 
, (At this moment Mr. Hoover entered the room.) 
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Mr. Hoover stated that the proposal in question had been submitted to 
the Allied representatives at Vienna by General Boehnij who had been the 
Gommander-in~Ghief of the Bolshevik Hungarian armies. General Boehm 
had stated that if he could be suitably supported by the Allies and given 
certain assurances, more particularly on the subject of raising the blockade, 
and the importation of foodstuffs, together with the re-opening of traffic on 
the Danube, he, on his part, would be ready to set up a social democratic 
government with himself as temporary dictator. Bela Kun would be deposed 
from power; all terrorist actions would cease, and order would be restored. 

Mr. Balfour stated that he had seen Mr. Hoover on the previous evening 
who had communicated the contents of the telegram to him, and that, more- 
over, he had had the advantage of discussing the matter with his Military 
Experts. He now wondered whether the best way of getting rid of Bela Kun 
was by means of military intervention. It was now possible that the best 
solution lay in adopting the suggestions contained in Mr. Hoover’s telegram. 
As the Hungarians had now assumed the offensive and had crossed the Theiss 
they opened their flank to an attack from the south by the Serbian and 
French armies. It was evident that it would be preferable to conduct military 
operations with Hungarian assistance, but the following question presented 
itself. Was it possible to place full confidence in General Boehm? Even 
though it were possible to place full confidence in him, he would not be 
disposed to enter into an elaborate political arrangement with him. Hq 
thought that it would be best to direct General Boehm to carry out his 
promises by means of the army which he stated was under his control, and 
to tell him to confine his action to establishing some kind of military dictator- 
ship with a view to calling a Constituent Assembly which should be in a posi- 
tion to express its will freely. Such a solution had a great advantage. In 
each of our countries there are sections of opinion vriiich, without being 
actually Bolshevik, have none the less a certain sympathy for Bolshevik 
programmes. These portions of the public were most strongly opposed to 
military action against the Bolsheviks. All these disadvantages would be 
avoided by proceeding through General Boehm. He would be given the 
moral support of the Allies, who would promise him the guarantees demanded, 
if he was actually in a position to set up his dictatorship and to convene the 
Assembly which would determine the future of Hungary. The one question 
which had to be determined was whether confidence could be placed in 
General Boehm’s promises. Before deciding, it was necessary to have a 
formal assurance to the effect that he was able to carry out his promises, 
because, if” he were not, fresh delay would be caused by entering into further 
discussions, which would prejudice the opportunity of successful military 
action which now presented itself. 

M. Glemengeau stated that he believed it would be well to take this ques- 
tion up again on the following day, in order that the Council might have 
time to reflect upon it. He considered it would be well to have Marshal 
Foch at the meeting in order that he might give his advice on the military 
situation. 
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Mr. Balfour observed that the important question was to know whether 
the Allies could have complete confidence in General Boehm. 

Mr. Goolidge^ stated that he had with him a copy of a telegram which he 
had personally sent three months ago. In this he had stated that General 
Boehm was very popular in Hungary, that he had a strong political party 
supporting him, that his political views did not tend to the extremists and 
other parties of tlie Left, but rather inclined to those of the Right. He further 
observed that General Boehm was not a military man, but was none the less 
popular in army circles and with the working classes and that, if the situation 
had not changed since the time in question, he still had a powerful political 
faction behind him. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Council had any reason to believe that 
General Boehm was solely actuated by personal ambitions, and was working 
for his own selfish interests. 

Mr. Goolidge stated that he did not believe this to be the case, for the 
reason that General Boehm had mentioned in the course of his conversa- 
tions three men whom he, Mr. Goolidge, knew personally, and whose 
names he had mentioned in his telegram and in whom he had the greatest 
confidence. 

Mr. Hoover asked whether the Supreme Council could not at once 
establish a general principle, and declare that it was ready to sustain any 
non-terrorist Government and furnish supplies of food to it. By doing this 
the Council would in no way bind itself adversely, even though the move- 
ment instituted by General Boehm should fail. Military operations should 
always be preceded by a political declaration. The important thing he 
believed was to make such a declaration at once. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the proposition tended [Pextended] to raising 
the blockade and furnishing food supplies to the country without undertaking 
military operations. 

M. Glemengeau stated that the difficulty was not in going to Budapest, 
but as to what steps should be taken thereafter. 

Mr. White stated that he would prefer to have the military operations 
carried out by the Hungarians themselves. 

Mr. Balfour observed that he would prefer to see a written propo- 
sition before taking a definite decision on the matter, and asked whether 
Mr. Hoover could not submit a report to the Council on the following 
morning. 

M. Glemengeau stated that he would request Marshal Foch to be present 
at the meeting which could be fixed for 10.30 the following morning, and that 
the proposals of Mr. Hoover could then be examined. 

Mr. Balfour observed that he would like to know what was the decision 
from the point of view of international law in which Hungary now stood in 
regard to the armistice. She had accepted the Allies’ conditions, and yet at 

^ Prof. A. C. Goolidge was Director of the Special Commission of Study in Austria, 
American Commission to Negotiate Peace.: He had evidently entered the room for the item 
under discussion. 
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the jDresent moment was attacking one of the Allied Powers, and lie felt that 
in acting thus she had re-opened hostilities against all the Allies. 

(It was decided that the question of further action on the part of the 
Allied and Associated Governments in Hungarian affairs, in view of the 
latest information received with regard to General Boehm’s proposals, 
should be discussed by the Council on the follo’^ving day, and that Marshal 
Foch and Mr. Hoover should attend.) 

2. (M. Gambon entered the room.) 

M. Gambon said that tlie Supreme Council had granted the governments 
of Poland and Gzecho- Slovakia a period of ten days in 
Extension to the Poles -^^hich to attempt to settle between themselves the ques- 
and Czecho-Slooaks -peschenA and that this period expired to-day. The 

Teschen representatives of these governments had not yet reached 

a satisfactory solution. A dispatch received from Warsaw 
indicated that the Polish Government wished to obtain an extension of time. 
Pie had brought this matter to the attention of the Gzecho-Slovak and 
Polish Sub-Committees, and these bodies were disposed to grant the extension. 
He had also taken the matter up with M. Benes and M. Moski [PDmowski], 
and these latter were also disposed to grant the extension but believed that 
the same should be short. He stated that it was therefore proposed to grant 
an extension of ten days. If, on the expiration of this, no agreement had 
been reached the matter should be decided by the Supreme Council. He 
believed that the Governments at Prague and Warsaw were doing every- 
thing in their power to reach an agreement, as they had already constituted 
two small committees for the matter, and these were at present studying the 
question. 

Mr. White stated that he thought that the Gzecho-Slovak and Polish 
Committees ought to take advantage of the extension of time by themselves 
examining the question and preparing a solution for the Supreme Council, 
in the event of the two governments concerned not being able to come to an 
agreement. 

(It was decided that a further period of ten days should be granted to the 
Governments of Czecho-Slovakia and Poland, to arrive at an agreement 
between themselves on the Teschen question. 

It was further agreed that the Czecho-Slovak and Polish Committees 
should in the meantime examine the question, in order that the Council 
should be in a position to decide, if no agreement should be reached by the 
aforesaid Governments.) 

3. (At this point the military representatives of the Supreme War Council 

and General Thwaites entered the room.) 

Bulgarian Treaty M. Clemengeau stated that the Gouncil had received the 
proposed Military, Naval and Aerial Glauses of the Bul- 
garian Peace Treaty, which had been prepared by the Supreme War Council 
* See No. 10, minute i. 
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at Versailles. (Appendix A. 3) He requested General Beliii to inform the 
Council regarding the matters upon which the experts had differed. 

General Belin stated that no differences of opinion between the military- 
experts existed with one exception, that tlie Italian military representative 
had made one reservation, which was indicated on the draft, regarding the 
method of recruiting. Briefly the Italian military representative insisted upon 
the reservation which he had already made for the Austrian and Hungarian 
States, namely: — that the Bulgarian army should be organised on a basis of 
one year compulsory service. 

M. Tittoni said that this was a question of detail which he did not wish 
to press. 

(It was decided that 'the report of the Military Representatives with regard 

to 'the Military, Naval and Aerial Clauses of the Peace Treaty with Bul- 
garia should he accepted.) 

3 Not printed. This appendix comprised 49 draft articles and 5 tables which, with for 
the most part only minor drafting amendment, subsequently constituted Parts IV and X 
(Articles 64-104 and 204-11) of the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria (Treaty of Neuiily: 
Treaty Series, 1920, No. 5, Cmd. 522). The only considerable variations (printed in italics) 
between the draft articles in the appendix and the corresponding articles in the Treaty of 
Neuiily were : 

(i) Article 6g of the Treaty of Neuiily. The text of the draft (Article 6 in Appendix A) of 
the first paragraph of this article was as follows : 

‘The number of gendarmes, customs officials, forest guards, local or municipal police, 
etc., shall be fixed by a Commission of Inter-Allied Officers and shall not as a rule exceed the 
number of men employed in a similar capacity in rgi i within the territorial limits fixed for 
Bulgaria by the present Tx’eaty. 

‘In no case shall the number of these officials who are armed with rifles exceed 10,000, 
so that the total number of rifles in use in Bulgaria shall not exceed 50,000.’ 

The last paragraph of article 69 was not included in the draft. 

(ii) Article 77. The following footnote was appended to the end of the second paragraph 
of the draft (Article 14 in Appendix A) : 

‘The Acting American Military, Naval and Air Representatives make the following 
reservation:^ — “The use of the term ‘Allied and Associated Powers’ in the text of the 
Military, Naval and Aerial terms shall not be construed to mfer that the United States 
of America will be represented on the Commissions of Control, or otherwise participate 
in the enforcement of any of those articles.” ’ 

(iii) Article 80. The second paragraph of the draft (Article 1 7 in Appendix A) was subse- 
quently omitted so that the third paragraph of the draft became the second paragraph of 
the treaty. The text of the second paragraph of the draft was as follows : ‘ This ivill also apply 
to special plant designed for the manufacture of military material with the exception of that which shall 
be considered necessary for authorised manufactures. ’’ 

(iv) xirticle 83. Only the first paragraph was included in the draft (Article 20 in 
Appendix A). 

(v) Article 102. The text of the draft (Article 47 in Appendix A) was as follows: 

‘The following portions of the Armistice of the 29th September 1918: — Paragi'aphs i, 
2, 3 & 6. Paragraphs J, 2, 3 {Military Conventions — Secret Articles) remain in force in so 

far as they are not inconsistent with the above stipulations.’ 

The reference to the secret articles was omitted in the final treaty. A text of the secret 
articles is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: the Paris Peace 
Conference igig, voL ii, p. 242. 
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4-. (At this point the Military Representatives left the room, and M. Lar- 
naude entered.) 

Glauses ^ the Bui- Glemengeau asked M. Lariiaude to explain the 

ganan reace I reaty 

relating to Responsi- question. 

bilities M. Larnaude Stated that he merely wished to outline the 

manner in which the Committee-^ had discussed the question. 
They had found themselves faced by Articles 227, 228 and 229 of the German 
Peace Treaty, and the question had come up whether these Articles should 
be adopted as they stood in the Bulgarian Treaty. The Greek, Serbian and 
Roumanian Governments had opposed this, as indicated in the Report pre- 
sented by the Committee. (Appendix B.s) They feared that their good 

The Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of the W ar and on Enforcement 
of Penalties. 

s Not printed. The main points made in the report, dated July 22, 1919, were summarized 
in the ensuing discussion in the Supreme Council. The report stated that ‘while taking note 
of the reservations and observations of the Delegates of the United States and of France 
respectively [see notes 6 and 7 below], the Commission proceeded to discuss the proposal 
made by the Delegates of Greece, Roumania, and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, and as a 
result agreed upon a draft of eight Ai'ticles to be substituted in the Treaty of Peace with 
Bulgaria for Articles 227 to 230 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. The text of this draft 
is annexed hereto (Annex I). In framing this draft, the Commission took into account the 
opinion expressed by the representatives of the Balkan States to the effect that there was 
no occasion to give special treatment to the case of the ex-Tsar of Bulgaria, as his responsi- 
bility should be judged according to the general rules laid down in the draft’. The text of 
this ‘Preliminai’y Draft’ in Annex I was as follows: 

^Article i. The Bulgarian Government recognises the right of the ^Allied Powers to bring 
to justice in the manner hereinafter provided all persons accused of having committed or 
ordered acts in violation of the laws and customs of war, or who though having authority 
to intervene did not oppose these acts. 

^Article 2. These persons will be brought before the military tribunals of the Allied 
Powers, except in the cases referred to in yArticle 3 below. 

‘Persons guilty of criminal acts against the nationals of one of the Allied Powers will be 
brought before the military tribunals of that Power. 

‘Persons guilty of criminal acts against the nationals of more than one of the Allied Powers 
will be brought before military tribunals composed of members of the military tribunals of 
the Powers concerned. 

‘In every case the accused will be entitled to name his own counsel. 

‘Such persons shall, if found guilty, be sentenced to punishments laid down by law. 

‘These provisions will apply notwithstanding any proceedings or prosecution before a 
tribunal in Bulgaria or in the territory of her Allies. 

‘Article 3. The persons referred to in Article i, who are to be handed over by the 
Bulgarian Government, shall be brought before a tribunal composed of seven judges, one 
appointed by each of the following Powers, namely: Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, 
Greece, Roumania, and the Serb-Groat-Slovene State. 

‘Article p. The tribunal shall determine its owia procedure, including tlie arrangements 
for prosecution and for the guarantees essential to the defence. 

Tt will sit, according to circumstances, in Greece, in Roumania, or in die Serb-Groat- 
Slovene State. 

Tt shall have power to refer any case for examination in the first instance, for enquiry, 
or for report to any judicial authority of these three Powers. 

‘Article 5. The law to be applied by the tribunal shall be the principles of the law of 
nations as these result from treaties and usages established among civilised peoples, and the 



faith would be questioned adversely and therefore preferred that persons 
guilty of crimes against their citizens should be brought to judgment before 
international tribunals and not before national military tribunals of each of 
the Powers whose citizens had been injured, as was the case in the German 
Treaty. The American Delegates had made certain reservations^ and the 
French Delegates, whom he represented, had merely requested that note be 
taken of the position which they held with regard to this proposal. ? The 
French Delegates believed that it would be difficult and dangerous to adopt 
a different method of punishing the same criminal acts, should they agree to 
the proposal to grant to Bulgaria international guarantees of impartiality, 
which they had refused to grant to Germany. 

M. Glemengeau observed that it would be well to know whether the same 
differences of opinion existed in the Council. 

M. Larnaude stated that the United States and France had made certain 

tribunal shall impose on the persons found guilty such punishments as may be imposed 
by any Court in one of the countries represented on the tribunal or in Bulgaria itself. 

‘This provision will apply notwithstanding any order for amnesty or any proceedings or 
prosecution before a tribunal in Bulgaria or in the territory of her allies. 

^Article 6 . The duty of deciding what cases are to be brought before the tribunal for 
trial shall be undertaken by a Commission on prosecutions appointed by the Governments 
of the States represented on the tribunal, 

‘The Commission on prosecutions shall, within three months from the date of its appoint- 
ment, draw up the lists of persons to be brought before the tribunal and shall notify the 
Bulgarian Government thereof. 

‘The Bulgarian Government shall hold the persons thus designated at the disposal of the 
tribunal so that they may be handed over to the latter as and when the procedure may so 
require through the agency of the Government in whose territory these persons are to 
be tried. 

^Article 7. The execution of the judgments of the tribunal shall be entrusted to the 
Government of the country where the tribunal shall have delivered its sentence. 

‘The costs of the proceedings which result in convictions shall, after examination and 
approval by the tribunal, be borne by the Bulgarian Government and settled by the 
Reparation Commission, 

^Article 8 . Whatever may be the tribunal called upon to deal with each case, the 
Bulgarian Government undertakes to furnish all documents and information of every kind, 
the production of which may be considered necessary to ensure the full knowledge of the 
incriminating acts, the discovery of offenders and the just appreciation of responsibility.’ 

In accordance with the decision of the Supreme Council these draft articles were not 
adopted but were replaced by what became articles 118-20 of the Treaty of Neuilly. 

Annex II to Appendix B, contained a ‘Declaration by the Delegation of the United 
States of .America’ in which the American Delegates, Mr. J. B. Scott and Mr. H. G. Crocker, 
declared that they ‘feel themselves constrained to recall and to confirm the statement 
entered in the proceedings of the Commission on the 17th July, 1919, that — “The United 
States accepts so much of the proposals as are in accord with Articles 228, 229 and 230 of 
the Treaty with Germany, and reserves as to those parts of the proposals contrary to or 
inconsistent with those Articles.” ’ 

’ The position of the French Delegation was given thus in the report of the Goramission : 
‘The French Delegates on the Commission, for their part, while noting that the system 
proposed simply reproduces that previously adopted by the Commission, to which they had 
adhered, but which was not adopted in the Treaty with Germany, observed that it was a 
matter lor regret that the Commission should be led to depart from uniformity in this 
respect between the various Treaties of Peace.’ 
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reservations^ but that the British Government supported the Greeks Serbian 
and Roumanian proposals. 

Baron Making observed that the Japanese Delegates had also made 
reservations, having reiterated those which they had already made regarding 
the Treaty with Germany, and that he wished to take the same position as 
his experts on the Committee. 

M. Larnaude stated that the Japanese Delegates had merely renewed the 
reservations which they had previously made in regard to the prosecution for 
breaches of the laws and customs of war of enemy Heads of States, before a 
tribunal constituted by the opposite party. 

M. Tittoni said that, if the question arose theoretically as to a choice 
between two tribunals, the Council might hesitate, but, as the Greek, Ser- 
bian and Roumanian Governments themselves believed that they might be 
suspected of bad faith, and therefore requested the support from an inter- 
national government, it seemed to him difficult for the Council to refuse them 
its support. 

M. Glemengeau observed that another question was involved, namely, 
that of the precedent established in the German Treaty. 

M. Tittoni answered that, in the case of Germany, the good faith of the 
Allies’ judgment was not questioned and no one of the Allies thought of it. 
In the case of Bulgaria, the very Powers themselves who were interested in 
the matter had brought the question up. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers had had the courage to undertake their responsibilities, and that the 
Council should reply that the Governments now in question should take 
theirs. 

M. Tittoni stated that he did not wish to carry his point of view as the 
solution of the matter. It did not vitally concern him. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Council must not lose sight of the fact that the 
Greek, Serbian and Roumanian Governments considered themselves com- 
petent to try the Bulgarian prisoners actually in their hands before military 
courts, but that they did not believe themselves competent to try persons who 
might be turned over to them under the terms of the Treaty. 

M, Larnaude said that the point in question had not been missed and that 
he had drawn the attention of the representatives of these various Govern- 
ments to the fact that they were open to the charge of inconsistency. One of 
these latter, however, M. Politis, ® had stated that the number of persons to be 
brought before military courts was not great. 

Mr. White stated that it was for this reason that they wished to place the 
responsibility of trying the numerous persons who were to be handed over to 
them by the Treaty upon the Great Powers. It had been stated that the 
Serbians had a list comprising from 15,000 to 20,000 persons. 

M. Larnaude stated that he did not wish to enter into a discussion, but 
only to explain the point at issue. He did not see why there should be any 

® Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs and Delegate on the Commission on the RespoBsibility 
of the Authors of the War and on Enforcement of Penalties. 
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difference between the two countries, and that justice should be applied 
everywhere in the same manner. 

Mr. Balfour stated that the proposal originally submitted to the Council 
of Four with regard to Germany was that an international tribunal, such as 
was now demanded by the Greek, Serbian and Roumanian Governments, 
should be set up. In spite of the favourable view taken by the Committee, 
the Council had actually decided otherwise. He did not know why the 
modification had been adopted, but it must certainly have been based upon 
strong arguments. For this reason, he was not-inclined to adopt a contrary 
principle. 

M. Tittoni said that the decision would be a matter of indifference to him. 

M. Glemengeau then stated that he proposed to adopt the same formula 
as had governed the German Treaty. 

(It was decided that the Clauses relative to Responsibilities in the Peace 
Treaty with Bulgaria should be drafted on the same principle as that 
governing the corresponding clauses in the Peace Treaty with Germany 
(National Military Tribunals competent to judge the crimes committed by 
the Bulgarians). See Articles 228-230 of the German Peace Treaty.) 

5. (At this point M. Larnaude left the room and M. Tardieu entered.) 

M. Tardieu stated that the Committee supervising the 
execution of the Peace Treaty with Germany did not foresee 
any difficulty in the nomination of five members by the Allied 
and Associated Powers to the Committee of seven Members, 
who, by virtue of Article 35 of the Peace Treaty with Ger- 
many,. should lay down locally the new frontier between 
Belgium and Germany. There was, therefore, no special 
recommendation to be made. It would be sufficient if the Allied and 
Associated Powers would nominate their representatives, in order that the 
Committee might start work as soon as possible, 

(It was decided that, at the next meeting of the Supreme Council, each 
Delegation should nominate its representative on the Committee pro%ddec! 
for under Article 36^ of the Peace Treaty with Germany, for the purpose 
of determining locally the new boundary line betw'^een Germany and 
Belgium.) 


Tlie Report of the 
Committee Super- 
vising the Execu- 
tion of the Peace 
Treaty with Ger- 
many on the sub- 
ject of Belgium 


6. M. Tardieu stated that Article 48 of the Peace Treaty provided for the 
Ret -f fth C nomination of three members by the League of Nations, who 
mittee mpervising c^nld act in a Commission of five members, which should be 
the execulion of the charged with the duty of delimiting locally the boundary line 
Peace Treaty with of the Saar Territory as laid down in the Treaty. He admitted 
Germany on the that it was not impossible, theoretically, for the League of 

Saar Balk Nations to make the necessary nominations within the fifteen 

days following the signature [jir] of the Treaty. The Conven- 
tion in question was part of the Treaty, and the Powers represented on the 

9 In error for 35. 
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Council of the League of Nations were named ; the Committee supervising 
the execution of the Peace Treaty thought, however, that it would, be difficult 
in practice for nations whose members were on the Council of the League of 
Nations, and who should not have ratified the Treaty, to be able to nominate 
representatives to the Committee. If such a participation were impossible, 
the Delimitation Committee might be nominated in the manner foreseen in 
the Peace Treaty, but the Supervising Committee thought that the necessary 
nominations might be made temporarily by the Principal Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. Such a procedure would make an agreement with Germany 
necessary, since nominations made in this manner were not foreseen in the 
text in the Treaty. The ratification of the Pact of the League of Nations 
would take place as soon as possible. The Committee therefore recom- 
mended that the Supreme Council should come to a decision on the 
subject. 

Mr. Balfour stated that the League of Nations had certain defined duties 
with regard to the Basin of the Saar, but the League could only act after 
ratification. It followed that the American Government, which did not 
appear to be able to give the necessary ratification in a short time, would be 
prevented from taking its place on the Commission for some while. It was 
therefore proposed that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should 
make a temporary nomination ; it was open to question, however, if they had 
the right to do so. 

M. Tardieu stated that they had not such a right without arriving at an 
agreement with Germany. 

Mr. Balfour stated that he did not favour any request being made of 
Germany, but, that in the case in question, he thought no difficulty would 
arise. 

M. Tardieu stated that at the present moment there was no use in 
approaching the German Government, but that the Council could agree to 
the principle which should be applied when the time came. 

Mr. White stated that he could not take any decision with regard to the 
ratification without referring to President Wilson. 

M. PiCHON stated that the point was important, since the American 
Government had the duty of convening the Council of the League of Nations. 

M. Tardieu stated that the text of the telegram to be sent to President 
Wilson could be made out. 

(It was decided that; — M. Tardieu, at the next Meeting of the Supreme 
Council, should present a draft telegram for transmission to President- 
Wilson, on the subject , of the Commission for the delimitation of the 
Saar Basin.) 

7. M. Tardieu stated that the Committee had submitted a Note (see 
Note from the Drafting Committee Appendix G’'®) , which had been sent to the 
on the subject of the sale of State various Delegations. The Committee proposed 
Property in Slcsvig a slight modification to the text submitted 

Not printed. The note was dated July 23, 1919. 



to the Supreme Council.” A formal assent was all that was neces- 
sary. 

(It was decided: — 

That the Drafting Committee’s proposed modification in the text of the 
notification to be sent to the German and Danish Governments on the 
subject of the sale of State property in Slesvig should be adopted.) 

8. M. Tardieu suggested that a Note dated 8tli July had been received 

from the German Delegation on the subject of the prepara- 
Evacuahon of tern- measures which should immediately follow the ratifica- 

man ‘^ttpoland^~ Peace Treaty, in order that the clauses of the 

Treaty with regard to the Eastern Provinces of Germany 
should be carried out (see Annex [Appendix] D). 

The Committee supervising the execution of the Treaty submitted a draft 
reply (see Annex [Appendix] E). 

(It was decided that the draft reply to the German Delegation, submitted 
by the Committee to supervise the execution of the Peace Treaty with 
Germany, with regard to the opening of negotiations between the Allied 
and German Governments, on the subject of the preparatory measures to 
be taken for enforcing the provisions of the Treaty dealing with the cession 
of the Eastern Provinces of the German Empire, should be accepted.) 

9. M. Tardieu stated that the German Delegation had sent a Note dated 

1 6th July 1919 (see Annex [Appendix] F) asking that the names 
Allied Comms- powers of the Allied Commissioners for Eastern Prussia, 
^rmsia should be communicated to the German Government. The 
Committee had drafted a reply (Annex [Appendix] G). 

(It was decided that the draft reply to the German Delegation, submitted 
by the Committee to supervise the execution of the Peace Treaty with 
Germany, with regard to furnishing the German Government with the 
names and powers of the Allied and Associated Commissioners in East 
Prussia, he accepted.) 

10. 

Clame. in th Peace [Not printed] 

Treaty with Bulgaria 
with regard to Prisoners 
of war 

See No. 12, minute 3 {b) and appendix B. The Drafting Committee considered that 
the terms of paragraph 6 of No. iq, appendix B, invoked a principle which had not been 
established by either the armistice or the treaty of peace with Germany, and which might 
justifiably be rejected by the German authorities. The Drafting Committee accordingly 
proposed that the notification be made to the German and Danish Governments in the 
following terms: ‘Cojiformement au principe consacre par I’article XIX de rArmistice du 
II novembre 1918, aux termes duquel “pendant la duree de 1’ Armistice, il ne sera rien 
distrait par renncmi des valeurs publiques pouvant servir aux Alliees de gage pour le 
recouvrement de reparations”, toute vente de propriety publiques intervenue depuis le 
II novembre igi8 dans la partie du Sleswig soumise au plebiscite sera, pour Tapplication 
du Traite de Paix, consideree comme nulle et non avenue.’ 
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u, M. Glemengeau read the Austrian Note dated 21st July (see Annex 
He drew attention to the statement in the Note : — 

Amman uply m the «'j’]^at all arms and munitions demanded hitherto are be- 
subject oj the deitvery , , , , , it t * • • n /r- • 

of arms and rnwiitions handed over to the Royal Italian Armistice Mission at 

to the Czechoslovaks Vienna. The Mission in question has undertaken to trans- 
mit the materials to the Gzecho-Slovakia[ii] Governmentj 
which procedure has been decided upon with the full consent of the repre- 
sentatives of the Allied and Associated Powers at Vienna.’ 

He drew attention to the fact that he had no knowledge of thiso 
Mr. Balfour stated that he also had no information and would like to 
have certain points cleared up. He asked whether the arms and munitions 
had been handed over to the Head of the Italian Mission only, or to the 
French and Italian representatives conjointly? 

M. Glemengeau stated that the arms and munitions belonged to all the 
Allies. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would like to know how long it was since the 
delivery of arms and munitions had been taking place, what quantity had 
been handed over, and how much was still to be delivered. 

M. Glemengeau stated that it was also necessary to know who had con- 
sented to the procedure. 

It was decided ; — 

to send the foUowing telegram to the representatives of the AUied and 
Associated Powers at Vienna with regard to the delivery of arms and 
munitions to the Czecho-Slovaks : — 

‘The Austrian Delegation has replied to a communication from the 
Peace Conference, wherein the aforesaid Government was directed to 
deliver up its war materiapa in the following terms: — 

“All the arms and munitions demanded up to date are at present Being 
handed over to the Royal Italian Armistice Mission at Vienna. This 
Mission has undertaken to transmit the materials in question to the 
Czecho-Slovak Government with the knowledge and consent of the repre- 
sentatives of the Allied and Associated Powers at Vienna.” 

‘The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers therefore 
request that it may be informed : — 

‘1. Who gave the consent referred to in the Austrian reply and in what 
form? 

‘2. Whether the arms and munitions delivered by the Austrian Govern- 
ment have been handed over to the Royal ItaMan Mission only, or to 
the French and Italian representatives conjointly. 

‘ 3 . Since what date has this delivery taken place. 

Not printed. The salient passage in this note was that to which M. Clernenceau drew 
attention. This passage was immediately followed by a concluding sentence in these terms : 
'En ajoutant que de graves raisons de politique interieure rendraient impossible de livrer 
directement a I’Etat tcheco-slovaque les materiaux mentionnes, la Delegation, soussignee 
tient a insister sur le caract^re confidentiel de cette communication,* 
u See No. 13, minute Q. 

187 



‘4. What are the total amounts of the different classes of war material, 
and what proportion of them have been delivered. ’ 

12. After a short discussion it was decided that the texts of the following draft 

instructions for the Interallied Commission of Enquiry into the 
Instructions to be events in Asia Minor should be accepted. The enquiry of the 
given to Commit- should take as its subject matter the acts w^hich had 

tee on Enquiry mto place during and after the occupation of Smyrna, Aidin, 

^Minor^^^ Aivali and the adjacent regions by the Greek troops. These 
acts had been reported in the form of a complaint by the 
Sheikh-ul-Islam.^'^ The enquiry was to be extended to all events relative 
to the above from tbe date of occupation to the present moment. The 
Committee -was to determine the responsibilities and to submit its report 
to the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, together with 
such conclusions as it might consider relevant, as soon as possible. 

13. (At this moment M. Seydoux entered the room.) 

... . M. Seydoux stated that the question had to be resumed from 
Russia ^ where it had been left off at the last discussion, xhe American 
reply had not been received, 

Mr. White stated that the American Government thought that it could 
not collaborate with the Allies in the Blockade of Russia since it was not in 
a state of war with Bolshevik Russia, The President had sent him a reply 
(see Annex [Appendix] J) in the above sense. The President thought that 
the practical difficulties of commerce would prevent any suitable assistance 
being given to Soviet Russia. 

M. Seydoux said that the President’s reply put the Supreme Council into 
a difficult position for it had been desired to block the Gulf of Finland. The 
Scandinavian Governments had made requests to be authorised to renew 
commercial relations with Petrograd. No reply had been given, since it was 
thought that Petrograd would soon fall. This, however, had not taken place; 
since that date Koltchak had been informed that the Allied and Associated 
Powers were ready to support him; this had, in fact, been done. He asked 
whether it was now possible to authorise certain nations to assist Koltchalc’s 
enemy by their commerce. The Swedish Government had demanded quite 
openly that it might be allowed to re-open commercial relations with the 
Government of Lenin. By acceding to this, Lenin would be assisted, and by 
taking the measures necessary, might distribute what he received in whatever 
manner he chose. The excuse of assisting unfortunate peasant populations 
could not be brought forward. A new note had been received moreover to 
the following effect: The French Minister at Copenhagen, who has been 
informed of the questions laid before the Supreme Council by the Blockade 
Committees in Paris and in London, on the subject of commercial relations 
with Bolshevik Russia, reports that the Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs 
stated, in an official letter addressed to the English Ministei', that the Danish 
Government would not assist the exportation of any merchandise from Den- 

u See No. 14, appendix A. See No. xi, minute 3. 
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mark to Soviet Russia, before the deliberations on the subject, now going 
forward in Paris, had been concluded. 

Mr. Balfour stated that he knew nothing of this communication. 

M. Seydoux said that information had been received from Stockholm to 
the effect that the Swedes had not renewed their request and had not 
despatched vessels since they knew that they would be stopped. They had 
not been undeceived. The questions might be raised again at any time how™ 
ever, and it would be difficult to know how to deal with them, 

M. Glemengeau stated that the discussion with President Wilson should 
be taken up again since new arguments could now be brought forward. 
Everyone had to undertake a certain amount of responsibility. Should they 
not, therefore, submit the questions afresh and v/ait for his reply? 

M. Tittoni stated that it was known from an authoritative source that the 
Soviet Government was maldng a large number of Allied bank notes. If 
commercial relations were renewed it would facilitate the circulation of 
these false notes. 

Mr. Balfour stated that Mr. Wliite’s remarks submitted to President Wilson 
were very complete. On the other hand one or two important points had been 
omitted. Mr. White had spoken of Koltchak and of the assistance that should 
be given to him. In his opinion the question was much more serious for at 
that moment British forces were fighting at Archangel. In addition to this the 
populations of the Baltic States were being organised and armed in order that 
they might fight against Bolshevism. So at the moment we were asked to 
assist our enemies by allowing them to receive arms, munitions and material 
of every kind, which, although they were not sent to men with whom we were 
legally at war, were none the less being despatched to persons who were 
fighting against us. What would be the position of the League of Nations if 
it were in existence? Supposing that it had existed and decided, as the 
Supreme Council had decided, to assist Koltchak, Denekin and the Baltic 
States to fight against the disorder of Soviet Russia. How would it operate? 
Undoubtedly it would declare a blockade for no other means would be at its 
disposal. Englishmen, and soldiers in Koltchak’s and Denekin’s armies 
were being killed daily in the fighting against the Bolsheviks. If a state , of 
war did not exist legally, it existed none the less in point of fact. The position 
of the Allied and Associated Powers was, however, difficult. If the question 
were examined from the political point of view, was iPpossible to ask peoples 
already pressed by heavy taxes to make new sacrifices in order that arms 
should be sent to our friends, whilst at the same time arms were being 
allowed to pass into the hands of those against whom we were fighting? 

Mr. White stated that he would have to consult an expert in international 
law. He. desired, however, to draw attention to President Wilson’s reply. 
What the President had said was not an article of a Treaty binding upon all, 
and the other Powers were free to set up a blockade without American help. 

M, Glemengeau stated that before arriving at any solution, he thought 
President Wilson should again be approached and he proposed that Mr. 
Balfour should draw up a telegram in the sense of his remarks, 
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Mr. Balfour stated that, in reply to Mr. White, he recognised that Presi- 
dent Wilson in his reply did not bind us, but he asked what position should 
we be in if an American vessel were to carry munitions. 

M. Glemenceau stated that, if it became necessary to act without American 
assistance, President Wilson would have to be asked to give an undertaking 
to send no ships. 

M. Seydoux stated that, in his opinion, there was a point which should be 
insisted upon. Assistance to the Bolshevik Government could not be justified 
by the argument that relief was being given to an unfortunate populace. The 
Government of Lenin was such that his agents centralised all foodstuflk and 
distributed them as they wished. Little or no food would be sent to the 
populace. The only result would be that Lenin’s Government would be 
strengthened. 

(It was decided that Mr. Balfour should prepare, for the next meeting of 
the Supreme Council, a new dispatch to be sent to President Wilson on 
the subject of the Blockade of Russia.) 

(At this point M. Seydoux left the room.) 

14. M. Glemenceau stated that a declaration which was to be signed by the 
Agreement by the Austrian Plenipotentiaries had been submitted to the Gon- 
Austrian Govern- ference. (Appendix 

ment with regard to (After a short discussion, the draft declaration was accepted.) 
vessels sunk by their 
Maval Forces 

15. M. Tittoni stated that, as the Agenda had been worked oft', he wished 

. to draw attention to the grave situation in Italy with regard to 
in coal. The stocks of that material would be practically exhausted 
in a fortnight. During the war an Inter- Allied body had decided 
on the manner in which coal should be distributed amongst the Allies. This 
body no longer existed. He asked whether it would be possible to re-consti- 
tute it and asked, further, that this should be done, because the situation in 
Italy was of the utmost gravity. 

Mr. Balfour stated that it was one of the most urgent questions of the 
immediate future, 

Mr. Wfiite said that Mr. Hoover was in agreement with Mr. Balfour. 

M. Glemenceau said that he proposed that M. Tittoni in collaboration 
with Mr. Hoover should make a proposal in writing. 

Mr. Balfour stated that Mr. Hoover had reported on the coal situation 
in Europe in an extremely pessimistic sense. He thought that the cause of the 
evil was that workmen were no longer working. This was more particularly 
the case in Central Europe and Upper Silesia. The reduction of the number 
of hours had made the situation even worse. It had been improved by the 
fact that the German authorities had threatened to cut off the provisions 

Not prmted. This appendix contained: the first paragraph of the Declaration annexed 
to the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye (Treaty Series, 1919, No. 1 1. Cnrid. 400.) 



from mining districts were production diminished. This measure had in- 
creased the cjuantity of mineral taken from the mines, but the progress had 
been short. It was, therefore, not a question of war but a social crisis. 

(It was decided that M. Tittoni should submit to the next meeting of the 
Supreme Council his proposals with regard to the re- constitution of the 
Inter-Allied Committee for the distribution of coal.) 

1 6. M. Glemengeau stated that the Drafting Committee had brought the 
Languages of following note before them : — 

the Treaties Drafting Committee would be obliged if the Supreme 

Council would give information as to whether Treaties with the Serbian 
(Groat-Slovene) State, and with Gzecho-Slovakia and Roumania, all of 
which are to be signed at the same time as the Treaty with Austria, should, 
like this latter, be drawn up in English, French and Italian, the French 
text being authoritative in case of divergence. 

(After a short discussion, it was decided that the proposal of the Draft- 
ing Committee to the effect that the Peace Treaties with the Serhian 
(Croat-Slovene) State, with Czecho-Slovakia, -with Koumania and with 
Bulgaria, should be drawn up in three languages, the French text being 
authoritative in cases of divergence [sic].) 

17. M. Glemengeau said that the French Delegation had submitted a note 
Credentials of the with regard to the credentials of the German Diplomatic 
German Diplo- Agents. (Appendix L.w) It had drafted a letter to the Presi- 
matic Agents j^gnt of the German Delegation. (Appendix M.) 

(This draft was accepted.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris. 

July 25, igig. 

Appendix D to No. 17 

GERMAN PEACE DELEGATION, VERSAILLES. 

July 8th, igig. 
Sir, 

The execution of the Treaty of Peace in the Eastern Provinces of Germany 
requires that immediately after ratification important preparatory measures 
should be taken. The sudden wnthdrawal of all German Authorities in the pro- 
vinces to be returned would undoubtedly cause great confusion, and the internal 
administration and the working of justice and of the transport system would 

Not printed. The French note, dated July i6, igig, drew attention to the difficulties 
likely to arise from the apparent failure of the German Goveimment to furnish its diplomatic 
representatives abroad with new letters of credence. The note instanced the position at 
Stockholm where the German Minister was of senior standing to most of the Allied Ministers ; 
it was held that, unless he were furnished with new letters of credence, diplomatic usage 
would require the Allied Ministers to initiate any exchange of courtesies with him. (But 
cf, a subsequent decision by the Supreme Council in this matter : Vol. II, No. 47, minute 7.) 



especially suffer therefrom. Security and order seem all the more gravely threatened 
owing to the fact that in the territories in question national antagonism has already 
caused great excitement amongst the entire population. For these reasons tlie 
German Government considers it indispensable that direct negotiations should at 
an early date be entered upon with the Polish Government. The object of these 
negotiations would be, by appealing in the first instance to the different Prussian 
ministerial departments concerned, to ensure that these various administrations 
should be handed over to Poland in good order: they would moreover settle the 
details of the methodical withdrawal of Prussian officials. In view of the importan t 
part which the Prussian Bureaux will play and of the necessity of consulting original 
documents, the best solution would be to select Berlin as the seat of these negotia- 
tions, The Polish delegates would in such case receive all the necessary facilities. 

It is requested that an early reply may be given as to whether the Polish Govern- 
ment agrees to this proposal and whether it be ready to appoint its representatives 
with the least possible delay, and that I may be informed of the date of their 
arrival at Berlin. 

I have the honour, etc., 
Freiherr von Lersner. 


Appendix E to No. 17 

Proposed reply to German Mote of July 8th regarding the opening of negotiations at 
Berlin between the Polish and German Governments 

Translation. 

Peace Conference. 

July 23, igig. 

From; President Glemenceau. 

To : President von Lersner. 

The Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers has made note of the 
communication of the German Delegation, under date of July 8, 1919, relative to 
the preparatory measures which should immediately follow the ratification, for the 
execution of the Treaty referring to the Eastern provinces of Germany. 

The Supreme Council is favourable, in principle, to the opening of negotiations 
with the Polish Government in Berlin, but considers that the Allied and Associated 
Powers, as guarantors of the Peace Treaty, should participate in these negotiations 
and be represented. 

It is only under these conditions that the request of the German Delegation 
could be considered. 

Appendix F to No. i 7 
Delegation Allemande de la Paix. 

VERSAILLES, k i 6 juUlet , igiQ . 

Monsieur Ic President, . 

D’apres des informations regues de Prusse Orientale, un commissaire des Puis- 
sances aliiees et associees est arrivE a Memel pour y prendre en main radminifitra- 
tion du territoire au Nord de ia Memel. Jusqffi present le Gouvernement aliemand 
n’a regu aucun avLs officiel de Parriv^e de ce commissaire; il n"est pas non plus en 
posse.ssion de ses pleins pouvoirs. Le Gouvernement aliemand s’en tient au point 



de vue qu’il a exprime dans la note du 8 de ce mois — a savoir qu’il est souhaitable 
de commence!' le plus tot possible des negociations au sujet des territoires qui 
doivent etre cedes a la Pologne. II tiendrait egalement pour souhaitable I’ouver- 
ture procliaine de semblables negociations pour le territoire de la ville libre de 
Dantzig ainsi que pour le territoire situe au Nord de la Memel; mais il considere 
comme necessaire que iui soient communiques ies noms et pouvoirs des commis- 
saires, avant que ceux-ci n’arrivent sur place; a cette seule condition les negocia- 
tions pourront aussitot commencer de fagon reguliere. 

Le Gouvernement allemand se permet, en consequence, de demander si des 
commissaires munis de pleins pouvoirs sont deja nommes pour le territoire au 
Nord de la Memel et pour la ville de Dantzig; il prie qu’on lui communique les 
noms et pouvoirs de ces commissaires, et s’il n’y a pas de nomination, que des 
commissaires soient designes a bref deiai. En raison de la grande quantite des 
documents auxquels il conviendra de se referer, et du nombre de bureaux qui sont 
int^resses a ces negociations, ce serait encore Berlin qui paraitrait la ville la plus 
quaiifiee. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

VON Lersner. 

Son Excellence 

le President de la Conference de la Paix^ 

Monsieur Georges Glemenceau. 

Appendix G to No. 17 

Conference de la Paix. 

Le President. 

23 juillet igig. 

Monsieur le President, 

Le Conseil Supreme des Puissances Alliees et Associees a pris connaissance de 
la note re§ue de la Delegation Allemande a la date du 16 juillet 1919, demandant 
que les noms et pouvoirs des Commissaires des Puissances Alliees et Associees pour 
la Prusse Orientale soient communk|ues au Gouvernement Allemand avant 
i’arrivee de ces Commissaires. 

Le Conseil Supreme estime que ces nominations ne peuvent pas etre faites avant 
ia ratification et Fentree en vigueur du Traite de Paix. Lorsque le moment .sera 
venu, le Gouvernement Allemand sera, par Fentremise de la Delegation Allemande, 
informe des noms et pouvoirs des dits Commissaires. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

Monsieur le Baron von Lersner, 

President de la Delegation Allemande, 

Versailles. 

Appendix J TO No. 17 
Trade with Bolshevist Russia 

Immediately following the meeting of the Supreme Council at which this was 
last discussed, ^5 White cabled the President, describing in considerable detail 

the pi'oposed notification to be given to neutrals with the object of preventing 
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such trade and stating as reasons for reconsideration of the attitude formerly 
taken : 

(1) That the action of June 17th was taken in expectation of an early faU of 
Petrogradj which expectation had not been realised; 

(2) That military and naval operations were active in and about the Gulf of 
Finland and that it would be difficult for the Allies to permit neutral shipping to 
proceed freely in the Gulf of Finland without thereby disclosing to the Bolshevists 
the naval disposition of the Allies, thereby permitting the Bolshevists to take the 
Anti-Bolshevists in the rear; 

(3) That the prior action of the Supreme Council related both to Bolshevist 
Russia and Hungary and that the Supreme Council had itself modified the decision 
in respect to Hungary, thereby indicating that the decision as a whole should be 
regarded as having been provisional only; 

(4) That the Allies, by virtue of their promise of aid and assistance to Koltchak, 
were under a moral obligation to prevent the Bolshevists from receiving aid. 

The view was further expressed that it would be desirable for the United States 
to go as far as possible with our associates in assisting Koltchak and preventing aid 
from reaching the Bolshevists and that the only apparent objection to the proposed 
course of action was the precedent involved in a group of nations exercising a 
control over a portion of the high seas other than by virtue of recognised belligerent 
rights. 

In reply to this telegram from Mr. White to the President, the President stated 
his view to be that the United States could not join in the proposed notification in 
view of the fact that the status of belligerency did not exist with respect to Bol- 
shevist Russia. It was added that it was felt that the pi'actical difficulties in the 
way of trade with Bolshevist Russia would prevent any substantial relief being 
received by the Bolshevists in this way. 

Appendix M to No. i 7 

Projet de lettre au President de la Deligation Allemande 
Leitres de creance des agents diplomatiques allemands.' 

Monsieur le President, 

Les Gouvernements aili& et associes seraient desireux de savoir si le Gouverne- 
ment allemand a pris soin de munir de nouvelles lettres de creance tons ceux de 
ses agents diplomatiques, actuellement en fonctions, qui avaient ete accredites a 
I’etranger par I’ancien Gouvernement impmal. 

Je crois, en effet, devoir vous signaler qu’il serait difficile aux representants 
diplomatiques des Puissances Alliees et Associees d’entretenir des relations offi- 
cielles avec leurs collegues allemands apres la reprise des relations diplomatiques 
entre i’Allcmagne et les Puissances Alliees et Associees, s’ils se trouvaient en 
presence de representants qui tiendraient leurs titres du Gouvernement dechu, 

Les Puissances Alliees et Associees verraient un grand interet a recevoir, dans le 
plus brcf ddai possible, des renseignements precis a cet egard, en vue des instruc- 
tions cju’eHes auront a donner a leurs representants dans les difFerents pa.ys, en ce 
qui concerne fattitude qu’ils devront adopter vis-a-vis des diplomates allemands 
accredites dans les memes pays qu’eux. 


^94 



No. 18 


H. D. 14.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, Pichoris Room at the Quai dDrsay^ Paris ^ on Saturday^ 

July 26, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretaries, 
Mr. H. Norman, Sir Ian Malcolm, K.G.M.G. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M, Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Ghapin. British Empire: Lieut. - 
Gommdr. Bell. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Golonel Jones. 
Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 


1. (At this point Marshal Foch, General Weygand, and the Military 

Representatives from Versailles entered the room.) 

Glemenceau stated that, before passing to the subjects 
Demarcation Line the Agenda, he would ask Marshal Foch to explain the 

dispute that had now arisen between the Poles and the 
Lithuanians with regard to the line of demarcation that had been laid down 
by the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Marshal Foch shewed the demarcation line upon a map’' which he 
presented to the Council, and drew attention to the point at which the line 
in question had been violated. He pointed out that the question of the 
German evacuation of the territories under discussion was involved, and that, 
according to latest reports. General von der Goltz had begun a general 
withdrawal. 

M. Glemenceau stated that, as certain aspects of the problem were new 
to the Council, he would propose that the question should be adjourned until 
the afternoon’s meeting, and that M. Gambon should attend, 

(It was therefore decided that the question should he re-discussed at the 
afternoon’s meeting and that M. Cambon should be present.) 

2. M. Glemenceau read two telegrams, dated July 7th and 24th respectively, 

relative to a rupture of .communications through Warsaw 
Rupture of the ^etiween Poland, Gzecho-Slovakia and other countries, and 
at^WarsaT^^^ asked Marshal Foch whether he was familiar with the details 
of this matter. 

Marshal Foch replied that the question had not been brought to his 
attention, 

(It was therefore decided to adjourn the discussion of this question until 
the afternoon’s meeting, at which time Marshal Foch would have investi- 
gated the matter.) 

* See No. 19, appendix A. 
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3. (At this point Mr. Hoover and Mr. Goolidge entered the room.) 

Marshal Foch referred the Council to his military report of 
Himganan iyth.2 He reminded them, however, that the political side 

of the question still asserted itself, and that this could not be dealt 
with by him. 

M. Glemengeau drew attention to the fact that the question of General 
Boehm’s action had now arisen. 

Marshal Foch replied that General Boehm’s proposals were of a purely 
political nature, and that the military situation had altered to a certain extent 
by reason of the Hungarian attack upon the Roumanian forces. These latter 
had been prepared, however, and were in a position to resist. The situation, 
therefore, was in the same posture as it had been when he reported on 
July 17th. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether Marshal Foch knew anything about General 
Boehm, 

M. Tittoni remarked that General Boehm was the Gommander-in-Ghief 
of the Hungarian Bolshevik forces. 

Marshal Foch said that, according to his latest information, General 
Boehm had held a Lieutenant’s rank. 

M. PiCHON remarked that he was actually the Hungarian Minister at 
Vienna. 

Mr. Balfour stated that, whilst the problem was both military and 
political, one side of it was half way between the two. Boehm stated that he 
had sufficient influence with the Hungarian Armies to crush Bela Kun and 
set up a Constituent Assembly without the Allies being called upon to strike 
a blow. This presented the question partly political and partly military. He 
would therefore like to know whether, in Marshal Foch’s opinion, Boehm 
had the degree of military influence that he claimed and what were the 
probabilities of his being successful. 

Marshal Foch replied that he knew nothing about Boehm, nor of his 
military qualities. At the same time, the small countries surrounding 
Hungary, Gzecho-Slovakia, Serbia and Roumania, would not keep a passive 
attitude for very long in the face of Hungarian aggression and would shortly 
take an initiative of some kind, since it was obvious that they could not keep 
their armies mobilised indefinitely. 

M. Tittoni said he thought that the information received from Hungary 
during the past month gave a tolerable picture of the state of affairs in that 
country. It was clear that Bela Kun represented no more than a minority 
and that he had raised against himself internal and external enemies. It was 
even stated that 80 per cent, of the Bolshevik Armies in Hungary were hostile 
to him; if this were so, the offer of Boehm was only a manifestation of this 
discontent. Whatever was going to happen, it was evident that the Great 
Powers must lend some kind of assistance, either military or moral, since the 
reconstruction of Hungary from within was going to be a lengthy process. 

2 See No. 13, appendix B, 
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Two courses were now open. The first was to send out the Committees as 
had been contemplated, ^ and to support it with the promise of ultimate 
military force. The second course was to adopt immediately, and to put into 
effect, the military- action proposed by Marshal Foch. All reports agreed in 
thinking that Austria would soon be affected by Bolshevism. 

M. PiGHON said that he agreed with M. Tittoni, but thought that the 
functions of the Committee must be kept distinct from the negotiations 
arising out of Boehm’s proposals. 

M. Tittoni remarked that, when the Committee had been decided upon, 
it had been agreed, at the same time, that it should not enter into relations 
with Bela Kiin. 

M. PiGHON Stated that the telegrams from the Allied Ministers proved that 
Boehm’s proposals were being taken seriously. It was therefore for considera- 
tion whether the Committee should not, after all, be authorised to deal 
with him. 

M. Tittoni stated that, if Boehm were actually in a position to overthrow 
Bela Kun, it was none the less certain that he required something from the 
Allied and Associated Governments. What was it, therefore, that he really 
wanted? 

M. Glemengeau said that Boehm had asked for nothing except moral 
support. 

Mr. White stated that, by sending out the Committee, it might appear 
that the Allied and Associated Governments wished to enter into negotiations 
either with Boehm or with Bela Kun: it was not desirable to give this 
impression. Mr. Hoover had a proposal to make which avoided this difficulty. 

M. Mantoux then read aloud Mr. Hoover’s proposal. 

Mr. Balfour then read a draft proposal of his own, stating that it had 
the fault of coming to no definite conclusion. 

M, Glemengeau said that, as M. Tittoni had observed, the Council was 
not entirely clear as to the requests and proposals which Boehm had made 
to the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that both the military plans and the proposals of 
Boehm had for their object the expulsion of Bela Kun. 

M. Tittoni then said that the following distinct questions should be put 
to the Allied representatives at Vienna : 

1. Was Boehm in good faith, or was he merely acting as an agent of 

Bela Kun? 

2. Was Boehm able to carry out his promises, or did he want assistance? 

3. What did he require? 

Mr. Hoover said he thought Boehm Bad definitely asked that the blockade 
should be raised, foodstuffs sent into the country and navigation on the 
Danube re-opened, if he, on his part, established himself as a temporarj?^ 
dict.ator. 

3 See No. 14, minute 5. 
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Mr. White confirmed Mr. Hoover’s point of view by reading a portion 
of Appendix A. 

M. PiCHON said that Boehm had made no demand, but had submitted 
proposals. 

Mr. White stated that the Allied Representatives at Vienna evidently 
thought that Boehm was to be taken seriously. 

Mr. Balfour summarised M. Tittoni’s questions, and stated that he 
thought they had been answered by the fact that our representatives at 
Vienna believed that Boehm was to be trusted, and was doing no more than 
asking for certain specific things. 

M. Tittoni said that he was not of opinion that explicit answers had been 
given, and that more detailed replies should be obtained. 

Mr. Balfour then asked Mr. Hoover if he were not justified in saying 
that the questions had really been answered. 

Mr. Hoover replied that, in his opinion, it was dangerous for the Allied 
and Associated Governments to open negotiations with secret agents. Would 
it not be possible to make a public declaration of policy and to allow Boehm 
to make his own deductions from it? Such a declaration might take the form 
of a statement to the effect that economic assistance would be given to a 
properly constituted government, and that such a statement would not bind 
the Conference to subsequent military action. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the fact that Bela Kun had not carried out 
the Armistice and had made war against our Allies stood out. He remarked 
that he would conclude his proposals by saying that, if any responsible 
government should be set up in Hungary, economic aid would be furnished 
it by the Allied and Associated Powers. He asked, however, whether the 
conclusion of the Council was that whether military action should be taken 
or the situation allowed to remain in its present state. He asked, in con- 
clusion, how the declaration could be made public. 

M. Clemenceau replied that it could be published in the press. 

Mr. White read from a telegram to the effect that Colonel Cunningham 
had, on that day, interviewed Boehm, who would be ready to act in a month’s 
time and undertook to overthrow Bela Kun in 48 hours, but that Boehm 
could not act until he knew whether the Allies would approve of his plans. 

M. Clemenceau remarked that the capture of Buda-Pest seemed to be an 
easy matter, but that the questions which would follow it were most difficult. 
For instance, if the Roumanians entered Buda-Pest, a very strong feeling 
would be excited amongst the Hungarians. He then asked Marshal Foch 
for his opinion on the actual situation of the Hungarian Army. 

Marshal Foch replied that Hungary had actually not disarmed. The 
Army was still in the field and it mattered little whether its leader was Bela 
Kun or Boehm. Even though a political formula were adopted, as the basis 
of subsequent action, any person who received support from the Allies might 
subsequently adopt a new attitude with every prospect of success. 

M. Clemenceau then asked how Hungary could be disarmed. 

Marshal Foch replied that it eould be done by laying down terms so 



severe that disarmament would be certain. The fact remained that, instead 
of the 6 divisions which had been allowed to the Hungarian Army, 12 were 
actually in the field, 

Mr. Balfour then asked whether Marshal Foch believed that an effective 
disarmament of the Hungarian Army could take place without an occupa- 
tion of a portion of their territory. 

Marshal Foch answered that an ultimatum, backed by military force, 
could effect what was desired. The threat to attack must remain. He had 
already stated that the Allied Armies acting in Hungary must be commanded 
by a single General, who would possibly be a foreigner. Gould not a civil 
government be instituted in the same way by the assistance of a Czecho- 
slovak or Roumanian or other nominee? Some decision was none the less 
necessary. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that there was no inconsistency between the 
points of view of Mr. Hoover and Marshal Foch. In a public notification it 
could be stated why the Allies could not deal with Bela Kun, and what kind 
of person they would consent to deal with, 

(It was therefore decided that Mr. Balfour and Mr. Hoover should confer 
in the preparation of a public notification to be sent to Hungary, and that 
it should be presented to the Council at the afternoon meeting.) 

4. M. Glemenceau asked Marshal Foch to explain his report to the 
Conference. 

Marshal Foch then read the conclusions of his report 
X Rhine ^ Appendix B^) in which he had stated that the total 

strength of the Army of Occupation should be 6,500 Officers, 
151,000 men and 35,000 horses. He stated that these figures had been 
reached in consultation with the Allied Military Representatives at Versailles. 
He had since received a letter from General Pershing in which the latter 
stated that the strength of the American Forces of Occupation would be 
approximately 6,800 men comprised of one regiment of infantry, one group 
of cavalry and certain auxiliary troops. He asked whether the proposals in 
his report were acceptable to the Council. 

Mr. Balfour then asked whether the proportion and numbers of troops 
to be supplied by each of the Allies in the Army of Occupation had been 
definitely fixed; because he himself was not aware of this having been 
done. 

General Weygand stated that the only question which had been discussed 
at Versailles was the total effective strength and not the proportion of the 
strength to be furnished by each Country. 

^ Not printed. The conclusions of this brief report, dated July 15, igig, were as sum- 
marized by Marshal Foch. The figures given by him for the total strength of the Army of 
Occupation represented ten divisions of infantry and two of cavalry, constituted as follows : 
one Belgian infantry division, i.e. 13,000 men; one American infantry division, i.e. 13,000 
men (with a possible reduction to one regiment, i.e. 3,000 men) ; two to three British infantxy 
divisions, i.e. 26-39,000 men; five to six French infantry divisions, i.e. 65-78,000 men; one 
to Uvo French cavalry divisions, 1.6. 5,500-11,000 men. 



General Thwaites remarked tiaat the proportion to be furnished by 
Great Britain had not yet been considered by the War Office. 

(After some discussion it was agreed that the proposals of Marshal Foch’s 
report on the subject of the total eventual effective strength of the .Axmies 
of Occupation upon the Rhine should be accepted. It was further 
decided that the question of the proportions in which this total strength 
was to be furnished hy each of the AUies should not he discussed until the 
War Offices of the Countries concerned had been able to examine the 
question.) 

5. Marshal Fogh submitted his reply (see Appendix G^) to the question laid 
before him by the Council, with regard to the Allied Forces 
Sizeof the Army necessary in the plebiscite zone in Upper Silesia (see h. d. 12 
of Occupation in para. 3^). In commenting upon his reply, he drew attention to 
the plebiscite zone the fact that the Division required must be an Allied Division, 
of Upper Silesia gg^^h Ally must furnish an equal quota. He further 

drew attention to the fact that there was a clause in the Peace 
Treaty^ providing for the armed Forces under consideration. 

Mr. Balfour said that the question of employing British troops was most 
difficult and that the War Cabinet must be consulted. 

M. Glemenceau remarked that the question had been decided by the 
Council of the Heads of Delegations in the sense that an Inter- Allied Division 
would be necessary. He read the previous decision on the subject (seen. d. 12 
para. 3^). 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it had been decided that the Armies of 
Occupation on the Rhine should supply the troops. 

Marshal Foch said that such a decision had been arrived at but insisted 
that the force must be made up by equal numbers of Allied troops. 

Mr. White remarked that in his opinion the former resolution of the 
Council had been inconsistent in that it contemplated the use of the troops 
taken from the Army of Occupation alone, whereas the clause of the Treaty 
referred to by Marshal Foch,^ stated that troops of all the Allies should be used. 
Italy, one of the Allied Powers, had no troops in the Army of Occupation. 

The question of the length of time during which the Army of Occupation 
of the plebiscite zone would be necessary was then raised, and it was stated 
that whilst it might be six to eight months, the longest period contemplated 
was eighteen months. 

Mr. White, further commenting upon the resolution of the Council, 
asked Marshal Foch whether the Division could be raised from the Armies 

5 Not printed. In this note to M. Glemenceau, dated July 25, 1919, Marshal Foch stated 
that it was difficult for him to answer the question pending a decision by the Allied Govern- 
ments as to the size and distribution as between the Allied armies of the forces for the occu- 
pation of the Rhineland. Referring to his report of July 1 5 (see note 4 above), Marshal Foch 
asked M. Glemenceau to represent to the Allied Governments the urgency of a decision in 
the matter, and concluded: ‘En vous renouvelant cette demande, je fais etuder I’envoi 
6/entuei en Haute Silesie d’une division a former d’elements allies et a prelever sur Ics 
troupes d’occupation des pays rhenans.’ ® No. 16, minute 3. 

’ Paragraph 2 of the Annex to Article 88 of the Treaty of Versailles. 
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of Occupation Vi^hen they had been reduced to their ultimate strength of 
150,000 men. 

Marshal Fogh said that the Division could be raised under those circum- 
stances from the Army of Occupation, but that at the same time it was 
necessary to get it ready at once. 

(Mr. Balfour again drew attention to the fact that it was necessary for Mm 
to refer the matter to Sir Henry Wilson and after a short discussion it %vas 
agreed that the question should be adjourned until Mr. Balfour should 
have consulted with the British War Office.) 

6. Mr. Balfour read aloud a draft of the telegram that he had prepared for 
President Wilson. (See Appendix D.) 

Blockade of 

Russia (ft was agreed that M. Clemenceau should communicate the despatch 
to the President of the United States.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 26, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 18 

Received July 25. 

Hoover, Paris 


25th July, igig. 


For Logan.® Boehm one-time Commander-in-Ghief Hungarian Armies, 
Socialist and most forceful figure in Hungarian Army, at present serving as 
Hungarian Minister in Vienna called on British Military representative to discover 
if Entente would be willing to resume relations with Hungarian people. On the 
23rd a conference of Entente representatives in Vienna took place and resulted in 
submitting to Boehm a plan of action for the overthrow of the present Bolshevik 
Government in Hungary and as a method which could set up a temporary Govern- 
ment that the Entente would be willing to support. The proposal was as follows : 

First. That a dictatorship assuming complete powers of government should be 
composed of Plaubrich, Agoston and Garamy,^ these names to be discussed. 

Second. The present Communist Government of Bela Kun to be disbanded. 
Communism to be repudiated and Communist propaganda discontinued. 

Third. Pending formation of Government representative of all classes this 
dictatorship to continue. 

Fourth. Immediate discontinuance of all terroristic confiscation and seizure. 

Fifth. That an Entente Advisory body be immediately requested. 

Sixth, That the Blockade be discontinued and that steps be undertaken at once 
by the Entente to furnish coal and food and to assist in freeing navigation of the 
Danube. 

Seventh. No political prosecutions. 

Eighth. Final decision of socialization to be left for the permanent Government. 

Boehm considered this formula and accepted it provisionally pending discussion 
with his colleagues. Now that things have gone this far think it imperative that 
Colonel J. A. Logan. (Gf, No. 3, appendix A.) 

® M.M. Haubrich, Agoston .and Garami were Hungarian social-democratic politicians. 
M, Haubrich was military commandant of Budapest and subsequently became Minister of 
War in the government of Peidl which succeeded that of M, Bela Kun on August i, 1919. 
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Entente representatives be instructed as to whether Entente approves principles 
in general to an end that in the case of its approval by Hungarian representatives 
also we may go ahead. It is (?) reported that there is about to be sent into Hungary 
a Military Mission composed of four Generals who will investigate the possibility 
of a solution for existing conditions. It is urged that if the Entente desires to 
approve the carrying out of the project above set forth that the departure of this 
Mission be deferred pending receipt of final conclusions from Boehm for if this is 
not done the status of the present Hungarian Government will again be fortified 
by the construction that the Entente intends recognition and the possibilities of 
success for Boehm would badly suffer. 

Gregory 


Appendix D to No. i8 

Proposed telegram to President Wilson on the subject of the 
Blockade of Russia}^ 

The British, French, Italian and Japanese Members of the Council of Five 
respectfully offer the following observations on the President’s telegram relating 
to neutral trade in the Gulf of Finland. They do not desire to express any opinion 
upon the statement of International Law laid down in the telegram. It may well 
be true that where there is no state of belligerency there can be no legal blockade; 
but they would point out that the situation in Russia and in the Gulf of Finland 
is at the present moment such as hardly to permit the rigid application of rules 
which in ordinary cases are quite uncontested. The language in which Inter- 
national Law is expressed is fitted to describe the relations between organised 
States, but is not so well fitted to deal with relations between organised States on 
the one hand, and unorganised chaos on the other. Russia, during this period of 
transition, is not a State, but a collection of ‘de facto’ Governments at war with 
each other; and though it is quite true to say that the Allied and Associated Powers 
are hot in a state of belligerency with Russia, it is also true that they are involved 
in Military operations with one of these ‘de facto’ Governments, and that they are 
supplying arms and ammunition to the others. 

It may not be proper to describe this condition of things as war, but it cannot 
be right to treat it as peace; nor can the international rules applicable to a state 
of peace be applied to it without qualification. The case is a special one, and must 
be specially treated. 

We would venture to point out some of the ill consequences which in the present 
case would follow from neglecting this consideration. 

Allied and Associated troops are defending themselves in circumstances of very 
great difficulty against Bolshevist attacks in Archangel. Yet we permit the Bol- 
shevist troops who are making these attacks, to receive supplies which we could 
easily cut off. We are furnishing the Siberian Army of Koltchak with Military 
equipment ; and at the same time we are permitting Military equipment to go to 
his enemies. We have gone far in the direction of recognising the Esthonians, and 
o tiler non-Russian peoples, who are struggling to resist Bolshevist attacks: yet we 
leave neutral traders free to strengthen the Bolshevist Armies, and to convey 

Gapt. T. T. G. Gregory was Chief of the Central European Division of the American 
Relief Administration and was at that time in Vienna. 

” This telegram is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, igin 
Russia, gg. 154-5. 
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unhindered information to a hostile Navy as to the number and disposition of our 
own ships of war. 

It may be urged, indeed, that to interfere with neutral commerce will not so 
much have the effect of hampering the Military operations of those who are 
engaged in attacking us and our friends, as in aggravating the miseries under 
which the innocent civil population is already suffering. So far as our information 
goes, however, this will not be the result. Every cargo successfully brought through 
the Gulf of Finland to Petrograd supplies a new instrument to the Bolshevists for 
adding recruits to their Army. None of it will reach anyone but soldiers and officials. 
Its distribution will be determined by considerations which are military and not 
philanthropic. It will not diminish the sufferings of humanity ; it will add to them. 

It has been suggested that it might be possible for the Four other Great Powers 
to maintain the control of imports into the Gulf of Finland without the participa- 
tion of the United States. We feel, however, the strongest objection to adopting 
any policy not accepted by all the principal Allied and Associated Powers; and, 
even apart from this overwhelming consideration, we cannot ignore the fact that 
if in such circumstances an American ship were to enter the Gulf, an incident 
might easily occur whose consequences would be well-nigh intolerable. 

It is for these reasons that we would most earnestly request the Government of 
the United States to reconsider their decision; and to concur in a policy which, as 
it seems to us, is of so special and exceptional a character as to be ciuite outside 
the ordinary rules laid down by International Law for the conduct of maritime 
blockade. 

A. J. B[alfour]. 

25.7* ^ 9 - 


No. 19 

H. D. 1 5.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris ^ on Saturday, 
July 26, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 


Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretaries, 
Mr. H. Norman, Sir Ian Malcolm, K.G.M.G. 

France-. M, Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy-. M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.-. Gol. U. S. Grant. British Empire-, Gapt. 

E. Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Golonel Jones. • 
Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 


I. Marshal Foch, the Military Advisers, Mr. Hoover and the experts on 
Polish Affairs entered the room. 

Line of demauatiori Gambon said that the line proposed by Marshal Fochj 

Utlimnian forces included in the Polish area the districts of Suvalki and Seiny. 

The population of this area was Polish. It was therefore 
preferable so to fix the line as to attribute those territories to Poland. 

* See map at appendix A. 
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M. Glemenceau asked whether these areas were still occupied by the 
Germans. 

M. Gambon said the Germans were evacuating the territories slowly. 

Mr. Balfour said he would like to know how the various lines which had 
been drawn^ had come about. He understood that the territory was Polish 
but that it had been deliberately excluded from Polish occupation by the 
Council of Five. If it were true that the Council had laid down a policy to 
which the Poles had refused to submit, it would not be very satisfactory to 
reverse the Council’s policy in favour of the Poles merely because they had 
been insubordinate. 

General Le Rond explained thaPwhen it had been a question of establish- 
ing a line of demarcation between Poles and Germans a line had been drawn 
north and east of the districts of Suvalki and Seiny, giving these to the Poles. 
This line had been notified but had never been acted on. It had been drawn 
in accordance with a recommendation of the Committee dealing with the 
eastern frontiers of Poland. The recommendations of the Committee had 
come up before the Council but had not been accepted. All the experts had 
agreed that the territory in question was Polish. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had been told that the territory was mostly 
Lithuanian. He would like to know what the opinion of the experts really was. 

(The American, British, French and Italian experts agreed that the popu- 
lation in these districts was mainly Polish.) 

General Le Rond continuing, said that at a later date, according to the 
demands of the Lithuanian Military Mission, the question was brought before 
the Council and a line passing just north of Augustovo had been fixed as the 
line of demarcation between the Polish and Lithuanian forces. This was the 
green line on the annexed map (see Appendix A) . The Poles had complained 
that there were distinctively Polish areas north of this line and on the 
20th June they had proposed that the line of demarcation should be that 
shown in blue on the map. This line not only enclosed Polish areas, but also 
a wide defensive zone in addition. The line since proposed by Marshal Foch 
enclosed what were really Polish areas and only a shallow defensive zone in 
addition. This was the red line on the map. (Note : — Map will be issued later.) 

M. Glemenceau asked whether the change from the green to the red line had 
been accompanied by or was the result of an offensive action taken by the Poles. 

General Weygand said that this was not so. General Henrys^ had been 
told to allow the Poles to occupy Polish territory evacuated by the Germans. 

Mr, Balfour said that he had been given the impression that the Poles 
had defied the orders of the Conference, but he was prepared to accept the 
explanation given and to agree to the line proposed by Marshal Focli, in 
view of the ifnanimous opinion that the territory which would be assigned 
to the Poles was Polish in character. 

(Marshal Foch was then instructed to communicate through General 
Henrys, the line of demarcation between Polish and Lithuanian forces in 

3 French General acting as Military Adviser to the Polish Army Command. 
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the region of Suvalki, Grodno and Yilna, in accordance with the red Mne 
on the annexed map.) 

2. Mr. Balfour said that he had had a talk with Mr. Hoover and as a result 
of his conversation, had prepared a draft which he then read : — 
jlffairs ‘The Allied and Associated Governments .are most anxious to 

arrange a peace with the Hungarian people, and thus bring to an 
end a condition of things which makes the economic revival of Central 
Europe impossible, and defeats any attempt to secure supplies for its 
population. These tasks cannot even be attempted until there is in Hungary 
a Government which represents its people, and carries out in the letter and 
the spirit the engagements into which it has entered with the Associated 
Governments. None of these conditions are fulfilled by the Administration 
of Bela Kun ; which has not only broken the Armistice to which Hungary 
was pledged, but is at this moment actually attacking a friendly and Allied 
Power. With this particular aspect of the question it is for the Associated 
Governments to deal on their own responsibility. But if Peace is to be 
settled, if economic reconstruction is to be attempted, if the blockade is to 
be removed, if supplies are to be made available, the co-operation "of the 
Hungarian people is required. It is only with a Government which really 
represents them that such a settlement can be arranged. 

‘The Associated Powers think it opportune to add that all foreign 
occupation of Hungarian territory, as defined by the Peace Conferences 
will cease as soon as the terms of the Armistice have, in the opinion of the 
Allied Gommander-in- Chief, been satisfactorily complied with.’ 


Mr. Balfour, continuing, said that the last paragraph meant that the 
Roumanians would have to evacuate territory occupied in what was to be 
Hungary according to the Treaty, as soon as the Armistice had been carried 
out on the Hungarian side. The draft dealt with one half of the Allied policy. 
It would explain to the world and to the Hungarians the intentions of the 
Powers. What instructions should be given to Marshal Foch to carry out 
this policy remained to be decided. He was strongly of opinion that the 
Council could not allow the Armistice to be violated with impunity. Having 
ordered the Hungarians to reduce their troops to six divisions and by implica- 
tion to remain at peace with the Allies of the Powers, the latter could not sit 
and watch the Hungarians double their forces and attack their Allies. If 
Marshal Foch could put an end to this with the forces available, it appeared 
dear that he ought to do so. 

M. Glemenceau said that when Mr. Balfour said that the Powers could 
not tolerate violation of the Armistice, he presumably meant all the Powers. 
It was noticeable, however, that there were no Italian, no British and no 
American troops available, but only the remnants of two French divisions, 
together with Gzecho-Slovaks, Roumanians and Jugo-Siavs. According to 
Marshal Foch, the initial effort required would not be great, and the troops 
at hand might suffice, but the sequel must be considered. 

M. Tittoni said that regarding Italian co-operation, he saw no difficulty 
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in the region of foreign policy, but in respect to internal politics, the outlook 
was not so clear. Any campaign against Hungary would produce a genera! 
strike in Italy. The cost of living had reached heights unequalled in any 
other country. As to coal, there was only a fortnight’s margin. He must 
therefore state, with great regret, that the economic situation in Italy and its 
political consequences would not allow Italy to contribute any force for action 
against Hungary, although action in this direction would suit his foreign 
policy admirably. 

Mr. Balfour said that two questions were raised by M. Clemenceau’s 
remarks. One was a general question, and the other was a military one. As 
to the latter, he need say little, as Marshal Foch considered he had enough 
troops on the spot to undertake action. As to the general question, he would 
like to ask whether in M. Clemenceau’s opinion, it was necessary, whenever 
Inter-Allied military action was required, that the troops be furnished by an 
equal contribution of all the Powers interested. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had not meant his remarks to be stretched 
to that extent. He would like to say, however, that his situation, though not 
as serious as M. Tittoni’s, had some analogies with it. There were two French 
divisions in Bulgaria who were expected to assist the Greeks, and there were two 
in Hungary, which were expected to act without any Allied assistance whatever. 

Mr. Balfour said the only question remaining then was whether Marshal 
Foch was right in saying that he had enough troops to proceed with. 

Marshal Foch said that he had reported on July 17th. Nothing had 
happened in the intervening week to make him alter his views, provided a 
definite policy were adopted and an agreement were reached between small 
States who would be called upon to furnish the main contingent. 

Mr. Balfour asked M. Glemenceau what alternative he had to the policy 
suggested. 

M. Glemenceau said that his alternative would be to allow Hungary to 
settle her own fate without military intervention. The war was over, the 
American Army had been withdrawn very rapidly, the British Army nearly 
as rapidly, and the French Army was being demobilised. He was forced to 
demobilise very quickly; it could not be helped. He could not, therefore, 
contemplate the sending of two French divisions into Hungary unsupported 
by their Allies. There would shortly be only two classes under the colours 
in the French Army. Marshal Foch quite reasonably asked for a definition 
of the exact intentions of the Conference. This was a political question, and 
to tell the truth, it was hard to give him an answer. In any case, he was not 
ready to begin fighting again. He felt inclined to adopt the proposals made 
by Mr. Balfour and Mr, Hoover. He would encompass Hungary with a ring 
of hostile States, and rely on her to rid herself of the tyranny of a minority in 
her own way. Hence, it would be well, as Marshal Foch suggested, to consult 
the small Powers, who were, in any event, principally concerned. Their 
position was not clear. The Serbians would only act on certain conditions, 
the Roumanians also made reservations, and so did the Czechs. What was 
the net result? 
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Marshal Fogh said that it was for this reason that he recommended that 
the small Powers should be consulted, in order that the Conference might 
determine whether their terms could be accepted. 

Mr. Balfour said that he quite understood M. Clemenceau’s position. 
It meant, however, that the Allied and Associated Powers confessed their 
impotence to enforce their will on a small nation. If what had been said in 
the Council were known outside, namely, that all the Powers had demobilised 
so fast under the stress of domestic necessity, it would certainly be regarded 
as absurd that the Powers, which, eight months ago, were the conquerors of 
the world, could not, at the present moment, impose their will on an army 
of 120,000 men. This inglorious situation he did not particularly mind, but 
he wondered how the Conference would be able to terminate its work 
successfully . 3 An unpleasant Treaty would have to be imposed on the 
Bulgarians, and a still more unpleasant one on the Turks. Further, the new 
small States lately created, must be controlled, and prevented from attacking 
one another. If the Conference could not enforce its will on Hungary, could 
it do all these things? If the picture drawn by M. Ciemenceau was accurate, 
the Conference would have to leave its work unfinished. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not take such a gloomy view. All that 
he wished to do was to adapt the means at the command of the Conference 
to the ends it had in view. He believed Mr. Hoover held the key of the 
situation. The offer of food in return for good behaviour would be a very 
effective weapon. The case was similar to that of Russia, but in the case of 
Russia, there were no means of coercion ; against the Hungarians there were. 
They could be surrounded, and in time would have to come to terms. This 
might be inglorious, but there was little glory in fighting without rnen, or 
in making threats that could not be carried out. 

Mr. Balfour said that there was not a very great difference between his 
policy and M. Glemenceau’s. Marshal Foch might be requested to demand 
that the Hungarians at least observed the Armistice. 

M. Glemengeau said that a reiteration of this demand would not be of 
much avail, as it had already been made and neglected. He would prefer to 
accept the proposal Mr. Balfour had read, to avoid issuing any ultimatum, 
to refrain from engaging Marshal Foch or any troops and to give General 
Boehm the month for which he had asked. At the end of this time, the situa- 
tion would not be much worse than the present. One-third of the French 
troops would have been demobilised, but there would still be means of action, 
if absolutely necessary. 

Marshal Foch said that as long as there was no understanding between 
the great and the small Powers the situation would not be clear. It would not 
improve after the lapse of a month or even two or three months. It was even 
possible that the smaller Powers would get out of hand and destroy the edifice 
so laboriously set up by the Conference. 

Mr. Balfour said that if assured that the situation would not grow worse 

3 The two preceding sentences are printed with verbal variation by Mrs. B. E. G. Dugdale 
in Arthur James Balfour, iQo6-ig3o (London^ ^936), p. 268. 
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he would raise no objection. He presumed that if the Military Authorities 
said that they could settle the matter at once, failing which the situation would 
grow worse, M. Glemenceau would agree to act. If Bela Kun was going to 
fall there need be no anxiety, but on the other hand if he were going to have 
a military success the result might be grievous. 

M. Glemenceau said that he was not prepared to prophesy what would 
happen. The world had just gone through a fearful war and had only 
secured fragments of peace. The peoples were looking out for means of 
starting their economic life again. He wished to do nothing to jeopardise 
this reasonable ambition. He could not ask his people to go to war again. 
They would not do it with the same readiness as they did in 1914. The situa- 
tion appeared to him to require prudence. No doubt prudence involved 
some elements of risk but there was a greater risk in giving an ultimatum 
which, if rejected, would lead to war. Marshal Foch did not offer a clear 
solution. He made his action conditional on the definition of a certain policy 
and on the agreement of the lesser powers concerned. Any check would have 
very serious results in Italy, as M. Tittoni said, in France and also probably 
in Great Britain. He did not wish to run this risk. The plans of General 
Boehm offered for the moment a better outlook than existed a week ago. If 
the Hungarians were really in the majority opposed to Bela Kun they might 
under the stress of Mr. Hoover’s blandishments overthrow the Bela Kun 
Government. There might then occur a favourable opportunity of which 
Marshal Foch could avail himself. 

Mr. Balfour said that he sympathised with M. Glemenceau as he also had 
no wish to plunge the world into war again. He would add that without a 
French Gommander-in-Ghief and without the co-operation of the two French 
divisions he thought there was little prospect of success. As M. Glemenceau 
said that neither of these conditions could be fulfilled the case was judged; 
but he would Hke to say in justification of the advice he had given that he 
was not animated by any spirit of adventure. He wished to get his own and 
other countries out of an adventure. He wished to avoid further misfortunes 
in the future. He wished the Conference to have the authority which power 
alone could give. He agreed that the economic weapon was still available. 
Nevertheless rapid demobilisation had put the Conference into a difficulty 
which was almost comic. Eight months ago the Allies had fifteen million 
men in the field ; now it was difficult to lay hands on a single battalion. His 
fear had been that if Bela Kun were allowed to know that the Conference 
was militarily powerless he might use this knowledge to great effect and the 
evil might spread all over the world. If the French Government who had 
two divisions available declined to use them, it was not for him to press for 
the campaign. Possibly the prestige of past victories and economic power 
might enable the Allies to overcome this difficulty. He would therefore 
content himself with half of the policy he had proposed. 

Mr. White said that he agreed with M. Glemenceau. According to his 
information Bela Kun was backed by a strong Nationalist movement. 
Military interference would only reinforce this sentiment which it was not 
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desirable to inflame. The less national support Bela Kun had, the better. 
The action exercised by Mr. Hoover would therefore have, he thought, 
greater chances of success than military intervention. 

After some further discussion it was decided to issue in the Press and by 
wireless the following declaration; — 

‘The AMied and Associated Governments are most anxious to arrange a 
Peace with the Hungarian People and thus bring to an end a condition of 
things which makes the economic revival of Central Europe impossible 
and defeats any attempt to secure supplies for its population. These tasks 
cannot even be attempted until there is in Hungary a Government which 
represents its people, and carries out in the letter and the spirit the engage- 
ments into which it has entered with the Associated Governments. None 
of these conditions are fulfilled by the administration of Bela Kun : which 
has not only broken the armistice to which Hungary was pledged, but is 
at tbis moment actually attacking a friendly and Allied Power. With this 
particular aspect of the question it is for the Associated Governments to 
deal on their own responsibility. If food and supplies are to be made 
available, if the blockade is to be removed, if economic reconstruction is 
to be attempted, if peace is to be settled it can only be done with a Govern- 
ment which represents the Hungarian people and not with one that rests 
its authority upon terrorism. 

‘The Associated Powers think it opportune to add that all foreign 
occupation of Hungarian territory, as defined by the Peace Conference, 
will cease as soon as the terms of the armistice have, in the opinion of the 
Allied Commander-in-Chief, been satisfactorily complied with.’^ 

M. Clemengeau said that in the meantime conversations might be under- 
taken with the smaller powers. 

Mr. Balfour thought that if it was intended to do nothing this was hardly 
desirable. 

M. Clemengeau said that he had not meant to convey that he would never 
act; on some favourable occasion he might. Meanwliile if possible he would 
like to see the success of General Boehm. 

Mr. Balfour said that if the smaller Powers were called in consultation, 
the state of demobilisation would have to be revealed to them. 

M. Clemengeau said that they could be dealt with individually and asked 
to state under what conditions they would act should action be decided on. 
The Serbians, for instance, had certain desiderata. 

M. Tittoni said that they desired that the Conference should intercede 
between them and the Italians. 

M. Clemengeau said the Conference would do so. 

Mr. Balfour asked what news Marshal Foch had received of the 
Roumanian Forces. 

Marshal Fogh said that the news was not bad and that the Roumanians 
were not alarmed by the Hungarian attack. 

Mr. Balfour said that it would make a great difference if the Plungarian 

'• This declaration was issued that day and was published in the British press on Jtily 
28, 1919. Gf. also W. Bohm (i.e. G&na:2l'Eoehxa) v im Kreiizfeuer zii^eier Riwolutiorien (Munich, 
1924. Hungarian ed. : A// Aorrczc/flfojB pp. 504-5. 
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attack failed. Should Bela Kun fall of his own weight it would certainly be 
better than if he were overthrown by the Allies. 

(It was then decided that Marshal Foch should continue negotiations with 
the Serbo-Croat-SIovene, Roumanian and Cxecho-Slovak Delegations in 
order to obtain from them their exact views regarding the guarantees they 
required for military intervention in Hungary.) 

3. M. Glemenceau read the telegram from General Henry [s] asking, in 
agreement with the Entente Military representatives, that 
Steps to he taken to energetic action should be taken to force the Germans to 
compel the Germans hostilities in Silesia and in Posnania. The village of 

[?]Wirruszon had been daily bombarded and partially des- 
troyed. Women and children had been killed and the 
population was abandoning the village and the cultivation of the fields. 

Marshal Foch said that on the 24th, instructions had been sent to General 
Nudantt asking him to order the Germans to put a stop to this at once. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that it would be desirable to send a Mission 
immediately. 

Mr. Hoover said the situation in Silesia was producing a very serious 
diminution of the output of coal. Most of central Europe depended on Silesia 
for coal. For instance, the parlous condition of Vienna resulted from this 
situation. The best hope resided in an early appointment of a Commission 
which might restore order. In view of the plebiscite, both Poles and Germans 
were conducting active propaganda which was having a demoralising effect 
on production. 

M. Tittoni said he had already nominated the Italian member of the 
Commission. 

M. Glemenceau asked Marshal Foch, in consultation with the French 
War Office, to arrange for a designation of the French member. 

(It was decided that each power should nominate one member for a Com- 
mission to undertake the administration of the plebiscite area of Silesia 
during the period of plebiscite.) 

(It was further decided that the Commission for the delimitation of the 
Eastern frontiers of Germany he appointed as speedily as possible. 

It should be composed of four officers for each power (one Commis- 
sioner, Head of the Commission, one Assistant Commissioner, two Tech- 
nical officers.) The nominations were to be made on the following Monday^ 
(see Appendix C to h. d. 8. para 2)P) 

Mr. White said that he could not make a nomination without reference 
to Washington; in fact, no American nomination would be possible before 
ratification of the Treaty by the Senate. 

M. Glemenceau said that the other members could be nominated in the 
meantime. 

(Marshal Foch and the Military Experts withdrew, and M. GlementeP 
and the Financial & Economic Experts entered the room.) 

s President of the Permanent Interallied Armistice Commission at Spa. ® July 28, 1 9 1 9. 

Paragraph a of appendix C to No. I a. ® Chairman of the Economic Commission. 
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4- (After a statement by M. Clementel (see. Appendix B^), it was decided that 
Economic Claims for exapaination of the question should be revsumed on. the 

insertion in the Treaty following Monday.^) 

ivith Bulgaria Baron Makino gave notice of an amendment to Article 29, 

which he would propose at the next meeting. (See Appendix G.^^) 

5. Colonel Peel^'^ said that there was unanimous agreement about these 
clauses (see Appendix D“). The gist of the proposals was 
Reparation Clauses Bulgaria should undertake to pay two milliards and a 

TrellywThZlgaria quarter of francs in gold. This sum might be reduced by the 
Reparation Commission should it consider it excessive. An 
international body, distinct from the Reparation Commission, on which 

« Not printed. See No. 22, minute 6. 

'0 British representative on the Reparation Commission of the Peace Conference. 

” Not prin ted. This appendix, dated July 25, 1919, comprised ten draft articles, as follows : 

Article i. Draft for article 12 1 of the Treaty of Neuilly. The draft for the sixth paragraph 
did not include the words: ‘as constituted by the Treaty with Austria of September 10, 1919, 
Part VIII, Annex II, paragraph 2’ (cf. No. 59, note 10). The seventh paragraph of article 
1 2 1 was not present in this draft, which was otherwise the same as the final version apart 
from minor variations in drafting. 

Article 2. Draft for article 122. (In this and subsequent articles minor variations in 
drafting are ignored.) 

Article 3. Draft for article 123. 

Article 4. Draft for article 1 24. This draft read as follows : ‘Bulgaria recognises the transfer 
to the Allied and Associated Powers of any claims by the Governments of Germany, Austria- 
Hungary and Turkey against the Bulgarian Government. The Allied and Associated 
Powers, on the other hand, agree not to require from Bulgaria any payment in respect of 
claims so transferred arising out of the supply by Austria-Hungary and Germany of war 
material .since the ist August, 1914, as they have taken these claims into account in fixing 
the amount to be paid by Bulgaria under Article i,’ 

Article 5. Draft for article 1 26. 

Article 6. Draft for article 1 27. This draft read as follows : ‘Bulgaria further binds herself 
to deliver to the Governments of Greece, Roumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, 
within six months from the coming into force of this Treaty, livestock of the descriptions and 
in the numbers set out in the Annex of this Article. 

‘These animals shall be delivered at such places as may be appointed by the respective 
Governments. They shall be inspected before delivery by agents appointed by the Inter- 
Allied Commission, who shall satisfy themselves that the animals so delivered are of average 
health and condition. 

‘No credit shall be made to Bulgaria in respect of their value, but the animals handed 
over shall be regarded as having been delivered in restitution for animals taken away by 
Bulgaria during the war from the territories of the countries named. 


* Annex to Article 6. 

' Greece 

Serbia 

Roumania 

‘Bulls (18 months to 3 yeans) 

15 

50 

60 

‘Milch Cows (2 to 6 years) . 

1,000 

3,000 

4,000 

‘Horses and Mares (3 to 7 years) . 

bSoo 

2,500 

3,500 

‘Mules . . . . . 

300 

500 

700 

‘Draught Oxen . . . . 

1,200 

2,000 

2,800 

‘Sheep . . . . 

4,000 

6,000 

10,000’ 


Article y. Draft for article 128. 
Article d. Draft for article 129. 
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France, Great Britain and Italy would be represented, would be established 
in Sofia to work out the details. It would have considerable powers, both of 
raising and controlling taxation in order that the Reparation clauses should 
be duly executed. 

(The Reparation clauses submitted were then accepted.) 


6. M. Sergenti^ said that there w^as complete agreement regarding the 
Financial Glauses. (See Appendix E.^^) 

Financial Clauses WHITE said that the American expert had a word 

for the Treaty with 

13 III (iTtG tO S • 

Mr. Dulles said that he thought the text of the reparation 
and financial clauses should be communicated to the Serbians, Roumanians 
and Greeks, as they were concerned. 

Mr. Balfour asked w'hat had been done regarding similar clauses in the 
Treaty with Austria. 

Mr. Dulles said that there had been a plenary meeting at which the 
smaller Powers had complained of the short time they had for considering 
the proposals. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether they were likely to wish to discuss the pro- 
posals or merely to hear them. 

Colonel Peel said that he felt sure that they would be anxious to discuss 
them and that the discussion would be interminable. He agreed however 
that the clauses should be communicated to them. 


(It was agreed that the Serbian, Roumanian and Greek Delegations 
should be informed by the President of the Committees which bad drafted 
the financial and reparation clauses for the Treaty with Bulgaria, of the 
provisions of these clauses. Should no modification of the present draft 
result, the text should be communicated forthwith to the Drafting Com- 
mittee for insertion in the Treaty.) 

(The Experts then withdrew.) 

Article g. Draft for article 130. Appended to this draft article was the annex ^v]lich was 
subsequently inserted after article 131. 

Article 10. Draft for article 13 1. 

This appendix thus contained no draft for article 125 of the Treaty of Neuilly. (Cf. No. 25, 
note 9.) 

12 A French representative on the Financial Commission. 

Not printed. This appendix, dated July 25, 1919, comprised sixteen draft articles, as 
follows: articles 1-15, which were drafts for articles 132-46 respectively of the Treaty of 
Neuilly, and ardcle 16, which was a draft for article 1 15 of the treaty. Apart from minor 
variations in drafting these draft articles did not differ from the final texts except that 
article 10 (the draft for article 141 of the treaty) read as follows: ‘Any power to which 
Bulgarian territory was ceded under the Treaty of Bucharest, 1913, or under the Treaty 
of Constantinople, 1913, or is ceded under this Treaty, undertakes to pay in such manner 
as may be prescribed such contributiontowardsthecharge for the Bulgarian Public Debt as 
it stood on the ist August, 1914, as the Principal Allied and Associated Pov/ers, acting 
through the Inter-Allied Cornmission, may determine to be equitable, having regard to the 
ratio between the revenues of the ceded territory and the total revenues of Bulgaria for the 
average of the three complete financial years next before the Balkan War (1912).’ 
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A Commission for the 
delimitation of frontier 
between Belgium and 
Germany 


It was agreed that the nominatioiis of this C 
should be sent to the Secretary-General as s 
possible. 


mmission 
eedily as 


8. Members of the Commission on Baltic Affairs entered the room. 

Declaration proposed by ^he following document was read 

Commission on Baltic 'Considering the importance of maintaining ordered 
Affairs to be addressed to and Stable Governments in the Baltic territories as a 

the Governments of barrier against Bolshevism on the one hand and against 
tsthoma^ Laima and . , , , , •at' 

Lithuania German aggression on the other, and the necessity oi 

close co-operation between these Governments and the 
Allied and Associated Governments which can only be secured if the Baltic 
peoples have complete confidence in the intentions of the Allies to protect 
their liberties in case of the re-establishment of a strong centralised Govern- 
ment in Russia, the Baltic Commission are of opinion that the time has 
come when the Allied and Associated Powers should clearly define their 
policy towards these Governments and recommend that a joint declaration 
be made to them in the following sense : — 

'In response to the representation addressed to the Peace Conference 
by the Esthonian, Lettish and Lithuanian Delegations, the Allied and 
Associated Powers desire to draw the attention of the Governments of 
Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania to the fifth condition of their Note to 
Admiral Kolchak, which runs as follows: — 

“If a solution of the relations between Esthonia, Latvia, Lithuania 
and the Caucasian and Transcaspian territories and Russia is not 
speedily reached by agreement the settlement will be made in consulta- 
tion and co-operation with the League of Nations, and that until such 
settlement is made the Government of Russia agrees to recognise these 
territories as autonomous, and to confirm the relations which may exist 
between their de facto Governments and the Allied and Associated 
Governments.” 

'The Allied and Associated Governments are anxious and willing to do 
all in their power to assist the Baltic Governments to organise their local 


The reference was to the note which the Supreme Council addressed to Admiral Kolchak 
on May 26, 1919. This note stated that the Allied and Associated Governments were 
‘disposed to assist the Government of Admiral Kolehak and his associates with munitions, 
supplies and food, to establish themselves as the Government of all Russia, provided they 
receive from them definite guarantees that their policy has the same objects in view as that 
of tlie Allied and .A.ssociated Powers*. Th^e guarantees were embodied in eight conditions 
for acceptance by Admiral Kolchak. (These conditions were printed in the British press 
on June 7, 1919.) On June 4 a reply from Admiral Kolchak was communicated from 
Omsk. In this note he stated: ‘the Government over which I preside has been happy to 
learn that the policy of the Allied and Associated Powers in regard to Russia is in pei’fect 
accord with the task which the Russian Government itself has undertaken.’ (See VoL III 
of this series.) 
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defences and to re-establish in the interests of general peace an orderly 
and stable government in these countries. 

They further declare their intention to protect their liberties in the event 
of the re-establishment of a strong centralised Government in Russia. 

‘At the same time it seems to them impossible to reach any definite 
solution which will guarantee a durable peace without a previous arrange- 
ment with a recognised Russian Government, and while reserving to them- 
selves the right of collaboration either directly or through the League of 
Nations to obtain a settlement satisfactory to both parties, they cannot 
at the present moment take any steps which would bind them as regards 
a definite settlement pending the restoration of a recognised Russian 
Government. 

The Allied and Associated Powers would add that they feel confident 
that if they assist the Governments of Esthonia; Lithuania and Latvia, 
they may rely on these Governments to accept such provisions as the Allied 
and Associated Powers may consider necessary for the protection of racial 
and religious minorities in those territories.’ 

Mr. Balfour said that the objections to these proposals were clear to him. 
Their advantages were not manifest. 

M. DELLA Torretta Said that no precise instructions had been given to 
the Commission on Baltic Affairs. It had therefore studied questions con- 
nected with the New States set up on the north-west frontier of Russia. There 
were in these countries de facto Governments which had been encouraged 
by the Allied and Associated Powers to resist both the Germans and the 
Bolsheviks, who were either intriguing against them or fighting them. The 
Commission had thought that these Governments required some moral 
support from the Entente. A dispatch had been sent to Admiral Koltchak 
from the Conference in which reference had been made to these New States. 
A satisfactory answer had come from Admiral Koltchak. The Commission 
thought that it was opportune to do something to encourage these New 
States. They could not be offered independence, but they might be offered 
some guarantee for the preservation of their liberties without interfering with 
Russian sovereignty. In some way or other these de facto Governments must 
be recognised. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had some doubt concerning the policy proposed. 
He did not see whom it would please but it would certainly displease the 
Russians who desired Russia to be restored to its old frontiers. It was un- 
likely even to please the new states. In one paragraph the telegram to 
Koltchak was quoted. This telegram was known to the Lithuanians, Letts 
and Esthonians. Nothing was therefore gained by restating it. The first 
paragraph added to this extract from the telegram no doubt expressed a 
truth; but unfortunately the Allied and Associated Powers could not do 
all they desired to do. There was not much money to give. As to arms 
and munitions, they were being given. If this declaration were made, the 
Lithuanians, Letts and Esthonians might be led to suppose that they ^\^ere 
about to receive more; but this was impossible. The declaration therefore 
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would either merely restate what was being done or raise false hopes. The 
next paragraph was either not new or represented a somewhat formidable 
undertaking on the part of the Entente Powers to enter into antagonism with 
a strong centralised Government in Russia. Such a declaration would not 
help the Baltic States and might greatly embarrass the Allied Powers. The 
first sentence of the next paragraph appeared to him to go too far. He hoped 
that Russia would reconstitute itself, but for the time being he saw no elements 
tending in that direction. Was it desirable to tell the Baltic Stales that they 
must wait for the settlement of their fate until a very remote contingency had 
taken place? Such a statement could only discourage them. As to the last 
paragraph, desirable as the proposals suggested might be, it was not an oppor- 
tune moment to ask for the acceptance of these provisions at a time when the 
Allied Powers could only offer a very slight assistance to the Baltic States. 
Pie could not help thinking that the proposal was a dangerous one and that 
it failed to convey the encouragement it wished to convey. He would not 
advise the Council to accept it. 

M. DELLA Torretta said that the Commission had been unanimous and 
had considered that its proposals followed directly from the Allied Policy 
outlined in the telegram to Koltchak. There seemed to be no other way of 
reconciling the unity of Russia with an offer of autonomy to the Baltic 
peoples. Certain things had been done which had led those peoples to believe 
that their fate would be settled by the Conference. They were being sup- 
plied with money, arms and munitions. The declaration suggested made no 
essential alteration in the Allied attitude. All that was aimed at was a transi- 
tory regularisation of the situation and a confirmation of the declarations 
previously made. The Commission was informed that the Baltic Govern- 
ments required some encouragement of this kind to continue action against 
the Bolsheviks on one hand and the Germans on the other. 

M. PiGHON said that the Lithuanians, Esthonians and Letts had repeatedly 
asked the Governments of the Powers to recognise them. They had always 
been told that their efforts were sympathetically regarded and help had been 
given them as de facto Governments in their struggles against the Bolsheviks. 
They had always been told, however, that the Powers could go no further. 
The ultimate solution must depend on the outcome of the Russian situation. 
The Council of Five had always kept these two considerations closely con- 
nected. The Baltic Delegates had'asked whether the Conference would end 
without settling the question of Russia. He had replied that he hoped it 
would not but he could not undertake to make a definite statement. The 
declaration suggested by the Commission would not, he thought, give them 
any particular satisfaction nor would it please the Russians. What the Baltic 
States really wanted was separation. This the Conference could not for the 
time being offer them. Promises of autonomy would not satisfy them. No 
other declaration, however, could be made without producing a very difficult 
situation in regard to Russia. 

M. DELLA Torretta said that the Commission recognised that the 
declaration would not entirely satisfy the Baltic States. It would, however, 



be a beginning. On the other hand it would not displease the Russians as 
it did not threaten the separation of the Baltic Provinces which they feared. 
(After some further discussion the question was adjourned.) 

9 . M. Glemengeau read a telegram suggesting that three Karelian Delegates 

elected by an assembly held at Olonitz be heard by the Peace 
Despatch of a Hare- Qo^ference in order to express the wishes of the population 
thePell^onfehnce region, the Finnish Government was greatly inter- 

ested in the question and would like the affairs of Karelia 
to be explained to the Conference. 

(After some discussion it was decided to refer the question to the Coni” 
mission on Baltic affairs.) 

10. 

DesMAofaDehgc- printed]'5 

tion of Swabians from 
the Banat 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris. 

July 26, igig. 

IS This matter was referred to the Commission on Roumanian and Yugoslav Affairs. 

No. 20 

H. D. 16.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai POrsay, Paris, on Monday, 

July 28, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P. ; secretaries, 
Mr. H. Norman, Sir Ian Malcolm, M.P. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: Baron Makino; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Colonel U. S. Grant. British Empire: Gapt. 

E, Abraham. France: Capt. A. Border. Italy: Lt.-Golonel A. Jones. 
Interpreter: Prof. P, J. Mantoux. 

I. M. Glemenceau said that as his colleagues knew, he had informed the 

n- -A • . could not communicate to them 

f£tT'ofihe records of the proceedings of the Council of Four. This had 
Meetings of the accordance with the wishes of his colleagues. ^ The 

Council Minutes of the Council of Four had been given to the members 

of the Council only. The present Council, it had been agreed, 
should proceed in the same manner. He now heard that the British Delega- 
* See No. 8, minute t . 
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tion wished to distribute the Minutes to as many as twelve experts or depart- 
ments, while the French and other Secretariats were interpreting the order 
more strictly. He thought that the Minutes should only be sent to persons 
present in the Council. 

Mr. Balfour asked how many copies of the Minutes were sent to French 
experts or departments. 

M. Glemenceau said that none were sent. 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed wdth M. Glemenceau that the distribution 
should be very carefully restricted, and that only extracts be sent to the 
experts or departments concerned. 

Mr. Balfour explained that a request had been made from London that 
various Departments should receive copies of the Minutes, as they concerned 
the work in which they were engaged. As his colleagues desired that the 
circulation should be restricted, he would reply that this could not be done. 

(It was agreed that a strict interpretation of the Resolution adopted on 

the 5th [7th] July — see H. D. 1,^ Minute 11 — should he adhered to.) 

2 . (At this point, M. Loucheur and Mr. Waterlow entered the room.) 
Italian Proposal Tittoni put forward the following proposal : — 

for the Creation ‘In consideration of the fact that the persistent difficulties 
of an Inter-Allied of provisioning Allied countries necessitate the continuation of 
Organisation for ^ united and co-ordinated course of action in order to avoid the 

^ of famine, 

of Raw Materials , j., • i i 
It IS resolved 

that the Allied and Associated Powers shall form an organisation whose 
duty it will be to control and determine the respective requirements so 
far as concerns the most essential products (grain, coal, etc.) and to co- 
ordinate action so far as concerns purchases in the various producing 
countries and transport; and 
'It is also resolved 

to refer the question to the Supreme Economic Council with a recom- 
mendation to the said Council to name a Commission which shall deter- 
mine as speedily as possible the working details of the above-mentioned 
organisation and which shall render the said organisation effective.’ 

M- Loucheur said that the French Delegation had always supported 
the continuance of the Supreme Economic Council, in spite of British and 
American opposition. The British opposition had since been modified, as 
Mr. Lloyd George had come to see the importance of a common purchasing 
policy. The American Delegation, however, seemed still firmly opposed to 
the proposal. 

Mr. White said that the United States w^ere, in fact, quite unwilling to 
sanction the continuance of the Supreme Economic Council. 

■ M. Tittoni said that the question he had raised was one of extreme 
importance for Italy. Italy was in distress. This distress was a consequence 
of the war and should be treated in the same manner as it would have been 

2 No. 4. 
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treated had it come about during the war. As long as the Government could 
keep the people fed and supplied with work, it could maintain order. With- 
out these conditions, it could not. He felt it necessary to make this statement. 
If Italy were left without succour, he would decline all responsibility as 
regards the future. 

Mr. White said that he expected Mr. Hoover back from Brest on the 
following day. In the meantime, he did not object to the reference of the 
question to the Supreme Economic Council, as it still existed. 

M. Loucheur said that, quite apart from any questions of the official 
constitution of the Council, he and his colleagues had agreed to meet to see 
what measures could be taken to assist an Ally in distress. There was still a 
small sub-committee dealing with coal. He was himself Chairman of this 
Committee, and he was ready, should the Council desire it, to call the Com- 
mittee together to study the question raised by M. Tittoni. 

Mr. Balfour asked who the British Representative was. 

M. Loucheur said that he would be able to inform Mr. Balfour later. 

Mr. Balfour said that the question was not merely one of help from one 
country to another. It went deeper than that. The war was now over and 
new problems, but equally difficult problems, had arisen. The situation 
resulting from the war had to be liquidated. The various Allied States were 
mutually indebted. Their only means of discharging their debts was by 
exports. Great Britain could only pay off her indebtedness by the production 
and exportation of coal. For coal was not only one of the principal British 
exports, but it was also the means necessary for every form of manufacture. 
The situation could not be solved, as during the war, by suppressing train 
services and doing away with superfluities. It went to the roots of the whole 
economic relations of all countries, not merely of the Allied countries between 
themselves. It was not simply a question of the rich helping the poor in any 
one particular commodity. It was for this reason that he had enquired who 
the British Representative on M. Loucheur’s Committee was. It was necessary 
that a matter of this sort should be dealt with by a first-class Minister, inti- 
mately acquainted with the whole economic and financial situation. He 
understood that the future Economic Council, if created, would include first- 
class Finance Ministers from each of the countries concerned. 

M. Clemengeau said that the question, nevertheless, was one of life or 
death. Whether it be a peace question or a war question, it made little 
difference whether a man died by bullet wounds or by starvation. He, there- 
fore, suggested that the matter be discussed on the following day, together 
with Mr. Hoover and M. Loucheur. 

(This was agreed to.) 

M. Loucheur asked if he was authorised to examine the situation in the 
meantime with the Italian experts. 

M. Tittoni said that he would be able to furnish him with all the figures 
showing the stocks at present existing in Italy. 

(M. Loucheur’s suggestion was approved.) 
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Duiribuiion of Rolling [Not printed]^ 

Stock in Germany, 

Austria-Hungary and 
Bulgaria 

4. 

R.-oslaUishnontof [Not printed] 

Postal Cornmunicalion 
with Germany 

5. M. Glemengeau said that in this connection he wished to inform his 

colleagues that the process of demobilisation forced him to with- 
^wigmy 455OOO men from the French Armee d’Orient. He was not 

able therefore to undertake the conquest of Hungary, as only three 
brigades mixtes would be left. 

M. Tittoni observed that the Anti-Bolshevik Government at Szeged 
expected to conquer Hungary if supplied with arms and munitions. 

M. Glemengeau said that Anti-Bolshevik Governments had made similar 
statements before, but had never been successful. 

M. Seydoux"^ said that the Blockade of Hungary was a special case. Allied 
posts had been situated all round the circumference of Austria. Since peace 
had been made with Germany, the blockade along the Bavarian frontier had 
been raised, but it was maintained on the other frontiers. The blockade had 
been exercised by Inter- Allied agency. He had lately heard, however, that 
the American Government wished to recall its personnel. He also pointed 
out that the British Government had never sent any personnel with the 
exception of a single representative at Vienna. The work was disagreeable 
and unpopular, and it would be shared by France and Italy. It was evidently 
desirable that all the Allied and Associated Powers should play their part 
in this. Before addressing an urgent request to the British and American 
Delegations, the Blockade Gommittee had taken into consideration the 
stipulations which were to be required from the Austrian Delegates to the 
effect that Austria should undertake to maintain the blockade against Hun- 
gary (see Appendix A).s 

The Gommittee had therefore prepared the following Note : — 

21 juillet 1919. 

‘Question du blocus de la Hongrie. 

‘Le Gomite de F Orient estime necessaire de porter dcvant le Gonseii 
Supreme des Ghefs de Gouvernements la question du blocus de la Hongrie, 
dont le maintien a ete decide par celui-ci le 26 juin dernier. 

3 Fiee No. 22, note 6. ' 

M. Seydoux had entered the meeting for the discussion of the previous item. 

Not printed. This appendix was a note dated June 7, 1919, from the Superior Blockade 
Council to the Council of Heads of States. This note proposed the declaration to be signed 
by the ylustrian Delegation which was incorporated in the note of July a i read by M. Seydoux. 
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‘En nieme temps qii’ils signeront le traite de paix, les ddegues autrichiens 
devront signer mie declaration portant que: 

''sauf en cas d’une demande contraire prdsentee par les Gouvernements 
associes des Etats-Unis, de Grande Bretagne, de France et d’ltaiie, ie 
Gouvernement d’ Autriche continuera a interdire efficacement I’importa- 
tion, Fexportation et Ie transit de toutes marchandises entre FAiitriche 
et la Hongrie, et a maintenir ces interdictions jusqu’au moment de 
r acceptation formelle par le Gouvernement liongrois des conditions de 
paix qui liii seront proposees par les Gouvernement[s] associes.” 

Ml semble resulter de cette declaration qii’apres la signature du traite 
de paix, le Gouvernement autrichien aura seul la responsabilite des mesures 
a prendre pour le maintien du blocus de la Hongrie siir sa frontiere. 

‘Or, si les mesures prises ne sont pas efficaces, les armes et munitions 
et autre materiel de guerre se trouvant encore en grandes quantites en 
Autriche pourront passer en Hongrie pendant le delai laisse par le traite 
de paix pour la livraison de ce materiel aux Allies. 

‘Dans ces conditions, le Gomite de Blocus de 1’ Orient desire savoir: 

M. Si ie Gouvernement Autrichien doit 6tre des la signature par ses 
delegues de la declaration susvisee, seul charge de maintenir la fermeture 
de la frontiere hongroise, dans ce cas les postes allies entretenus a cette 
frontiere devront etre retires des la date de la signature; 

‘ 2 . Si au contraire, mie co-operation inter-alliee doit assister le Gouverne- 
ment autrichien dans sa tiche, il importe de savoir si les postes allies de 
la frontiere devront etre mainteiius ; 

a) soit jusqu’a la mise en vigueur du traite, 

b) soit jusqif a I’expiration du delai prevu pour la remise des armes et 

des munitions, 

c) soit jusqu’a la conclusion de la paix avec la Hongrie. 

‘Une decision immediate est necessaire, le delegue americain a Vienne 
ayant annoiice I’intention de son Gouvernement de rappeler ses agents 
du service de la frontiere hongroise a la fin du present mois, et le Gouverne- 
ment britannique n’ ayant pas encore envoye les siens; actuellement les 
postes de la frontiere hongroise sont en majeure partie occupes par le 
personnel americain.’ 

In his opinion the best proposal was that Inter-Allied assistance be given 
to Austria. This would be welcomed by the Austrian Government, and the 
French Minister at Vienna had strongly supported the plan. The Austrian 
Government was weak, and if it was desired that the blockade should be 
maintained effectually against Hungary, it was desirable to reinforce the 
Austrian Government by Allied assistance. 

M. Glemengeau asked how many men would be required to fulfil this plan. 
M. Seydoux said that two oidicers and five or six men from each Nation 
would be enough. There remained the question of the time for which this 
blockade should be maintained. Probably, he thought, it would have to be. 
maintained until the conclusion of peace with Hungary. 
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M. PiGHON said that the period might be shortened if General Boehm 
succeeded. 

Mr. White said that he understood that the American Government 
maintained three posts, but had since ordered their withdrawal. 

M. Seydoux replied that this was so. 

Mr. Balfour said that Austria had been required to undertake the main- 
tenance of the blockade against Hungary, He quite agreed that Austria 
must be assisted in doing so. If the Allies desired the blockade to be effective, 
it was manifest that they must assist in maintaining it. He thought that all 
the Allies should participate, and he undertook to try and induce the British 
Government to take their part. 

Mr. White said that he would do likewise. 

Mr. Balfour said that as to the time at which the blockade could cease, 
it might be decided to raise it as soon as Hungary showed signs of good con- 
duct, and sent Delegates to negotiate Peace. This point, however, need not 
be settled at present, and might be allowed to depend on events. 

(It was then decided that the Blockade of Hungary should be maintained 
until the Council should decide otherwise, and that the participation of 
the Four Powers should be arranged for to assist the Austrian Govern- 
ment in maintaining it.) 


6. M. Seydoux read a note of the Supreme Economic Council (see Appen- 
jies ton oj m- Glemengeau observed that in theory at least there was 

ports into berbia 

no blockade at Fiume. In practice, however, there was. The 
Italian Government, without justification, continually stopped trains. 

M. Tittoni said that the question of transit was quite distinct. He had 
already sent a full explanation to M. Glemenceau, but no decision had yet 
been taken. 


M. Glemengeau said that the French base at Fiume had been hampered 
many times in its operations. 

M. Tittoni said that pending a final solution, orders had been given by 
him that all trains should proceed without interference. 

M. Berthelot said that a telegram had been received to the effect that the 
food situation in Serbia was very serious in consequence of the stoppage of 
goods from Fiume. Men, women and children had been dying of hunger 
whilst stores were accumulating in the port. 

M. Tittoni said that he had sent telegraphic orders two days previously 
for the free passage of trains. 

M. Glemengeau asked M. Tittoni whether he guaranteed that liis orders 
would be carried out. 


M. 1 iTTONi replied that he did. He requested, however, that the situation 
be regulated speedily. As far as ke knew, the goods in question v^^ere not 
landed on the quays in Fiume at all. They w^ent by train and the railroad 


was open. 

M. Berthelot said that, according to information he had received, the 
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railroads were blocked with traffic. In consequence, disembarkation of goods 
at Flume was asked for. 

M. Glemenceau asked whether M. Tittoni recognised that the Serbians 
had a right to expedite goods through Fiume. 

M. Tittoni said that it was not a question of transit through Fiume, 
but a question of establishing Serbian bases there. This would prejudice the 
question of Fiume and he was not prepared to accede to this. 

M. Berthelot said that they would be satisfied if they obtained free 
passage either through the French base at Fiume, or through the Italian 
commissariat. 

Mr. Balfour asked when the Council might have information that this 
was being carried out. 

M. Tittoni said that he would give telegraphic orders that goods destined 
for Serbia through the port of Fiume should proceed immediately, and that 
the revictualliiig of Jugo-Slavia in food, clothes, petroleum and other goods 
at present waiting at Fiume, should not be hampered by the interruption of 
communication, as the forwarding of these goods was of vital importance for 
the army and population of Jugo-Slavia. 

M. Tittoni agreed to the use by the Serbians of Fiume as a port of transit, 
provided the French base or the Italian commissariat be used exclusively. 
The choice of either should be left with the Serbians. 

Note was taken, of M. Tittoni’s declaration regarding the orders given by 

him two days previously for the resumption of transit by land. 

M. Tittoni urged that a solution of this question be reached as early as 
possible. 

7. (General Mance^ and Mr. Hudson entered the room.) 

M. Berthelot read and explained the note attached in 
Clauses for insertion Appendix G. 
in the Treaty of 

Peace with Bulgaria (It was agreed that there was no objection to the nomination 
on Ports, Water- of a French Member to the Commission.) 
ways and Railways 

M. Tittoni said that he would express his view later. 

Mr. Hudson said that final action on paragraph 24’' should, he thought, 
be postponed until the settlement of the territorial question. He therefore 
asked that the question of the insertion of clauses regarding Ports, Water- 
ways and Railways be deferred until the territorial solution had been 
arrived at. 

Mr. Balfour said there was force in this proposal, but he would like to 
know when a decision on the territorial question could be expected. The 
Bulgarians had already arrived. 

Mr. White said he had received a communication from President Wilson 
and therefore was able to discuss the question of Western Thrace. He would 

* British representative on the Commission on Ports, Waterways, and Railways. 

’’ The clause summarized in appendix C below. (Gf. No. 23, minute 2 and note i.) 
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be ready to do so on the following day. In this connection, he wished to 
communicate the following document; — 

‘Regarding the events mentioned in the report of the British, French and 
Japanese members of the Central Bulgarian [Territorial] Committee with 
respect to the alleged desire of the Mussulmans of Western Thrace that this 
territory be ceded by Bulgaria to Greece,® the United States Charge 
d’ Affaires at Sofia, under date of the 24th instant, reports that the petition 
was prepared by one Mussulman deputy, who drew it up without 
the authority or knowledge of the other persons whose names were 
signed thereto. The Deputy in question has fled from Bulgaria and is 
believed to be in Italy or in Turkey. All the other Mussulman Deputies 
made an official denial before Parliament and also stated in a letter to the 
Prime Minister that they had not signed the petition and added that their 
views were entirely opposed to the sentiments expressed therein. In the 
opinion of the Charge d’ Affaires, the Mussulman population of Western 
Thrace, if forced to choose between Greek and Bulgarian rule, would 
greatly prefer here, as well as elsewhere, the latter, in spite of the fact that 
the Greeks have spent large sums in this district for purposes of propa- 
ganda. The Charge d’Affaires concludes by saying that, in his opinion, an 
impartial investigation or a plebiscite would prove the foregoing beyond 
any question of doubt.* 

Mr. White, continuing, said that the belief that the Mohammedan popula- 
tion of Western Thrace desired union with Greece had had considerable 
weight with the American Members of the Commission dealing with Greek 
Affairs. If this belief was as ill-founded as his later news implied, the situation 
was considerably modified. 

M. Glemenceau asked Mr. White whether he was able to obtain the 
official denial of the Mohammedan Deputies referred to in the Note. 

Mr. W HITE said he would try to do so. 

M. Glemenceau said that M. Venizelos must be heard on this subject, and 
he proposed, with Mr. White’s consent, to send him a copy of this Note. 

(It was then agreed that M. Venizelos be invited to attend the Council 
at 5 p.m. on the following day, when the question of Western Thrace would 
be discussed. 

It was further decided to postpone until the following meeting the 
discussion of the Clauses relating to Ports, Waterways, and Railways, for 
settlement in conjunction with the territorial questions affecting Bulgaria.) 

The Meeting then adjourned. 

Villa Majestic, Paris. 

July 28, igig. 

® See No. 16, appendix A, section IV. 
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Appendix B to No. 20 

Mote 


PARIS, le 21 juillet, igig. 


Exportation en Serbie. 

Par une iettre du i®'’ juillet, M. Nic. Pachitch, au nom de la delegation du 
Royauine des Serbes, Creates et Slovenes, a appele I’attention du President de la 
Conference de la Paix sur Fencombrement du port de Gravosa, qui seul actuelle- 
ment servirait a Fimportation pour FEtat serbo-croate-slovene, cet encombrement 
rendant tres difficile le ravitaillement du Royaume. La delegation du dit Royaume 
demandait done a la Conference de bien vouloir ordonner que les importations 
fussent egalernent autorisees par le port de Fiume, 

La question a ete portee devant le Conseil Supreme Economic|ue C[ui Fa exami- 
nee dans sa seance du 10 juillet. 

M. Volpi, delegue du Gouvernement italien, a fait connaitre c|ue les importa- 
tion[s] pour le Royaume des Serbes, Creates et Slovenes pourraient s’effectuer non 
seulement par Gravosa, mais aussi par Salonique, Cattaro et les ports dalmates, 
que d’ailleurs il n’existait aucun blocus du port de Fiume, et que le ravitaillement 
du royaume des Serbes, Creates et Slovenes pourrait s’effectuer par ce port, soit 
par Fentremise de la base navale frangaise, soit par celle de FIntendance italienne. 

M. Volpi a ajoute que son Gouvernement tout en etant desireux de donner 
toutes facilites au Royaume des Serbes Creates et Slovenes pour ce transit n’accep- 
terait pas Forganisation ^ Fiume d’une base speciale navale ou commerciale par 
ledit Royaume. 

Le Conseil Supreme Economique ne pent que porter ce renseignement a la 
connaissance de la Conference de la Paix pour reponse a M. Pachitch ou toute 
autre action c^u’eUe decidera. 

Pour le Ministre et par autorisation 
Le Conseiller d’Ambassade 
Sous-Directeur des Relations Comrnerciales. 


Appendix G to No. 20 

Mote 

Acces de la Bulgark d Cavalla ou Dedeagatch. 


PARIS, le 24 juillet igig. 


En prevision de Fattribution a la Grece de la Thrace Bulgare, ce qui separerait 
la Bulgarie de la mer Egee, la Commission du Regime international des Ports, 
voies d’eau et voies fcrrecs a propose Finsertion dans le Traite avec la Bulgarie, 
d’une clause dont les dispositions essentielles sont les suivantes : 

I® — La Grece donnera a bail k la Bulgarie pendant 50 ans une zone ffanchc 
prise soit dans le port de Cavalla, soit dans celui de Dedeagatch, au choix de la 
Bulgarie. 

2® — Celle-ci y jouira de facilites particulieres pour son transit. 

3® — Une convention, revisable tous les dix ans, fixera les conditions de cette 
cession et les modalites de son utilisation. 

4® — Si le port choisi est Cavalla, un chemin de fer sera construit ct exploite 
j>ar la Grece pour relier ce port a la frontiere bulgare. 

Les questions visees aux paragraphes 3® et 4® seraient, en cas de desaccord entre 
la Grece et la Bulgarie, soumises aux deGisions d’une Commission composee d’un 
delegue bulgare, d’un delegue grec et d’un delegue britannique. 
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La Commission des Ports, en faisant cette proposition, ne s’est piacee qu’au 
point de vue technique, et n’a pas envisage certaines considerations d’ordre 
politique fort importantes pour le bon fonctionnement de Porgane ainsi cree. Get 
organe a un role essentiellement ponderateur et arbitral. En n’y faisant participer 
qu’une seule grande Puissance, on risque de s’exposer aux protestations soit des 
Grecs, soit des Bulgares qui, suivant les decisions pxises, les imputeront a I’attitude 
et aux interets politiques de cette grande Puissance. 

La Delegation Fran^aise estime done que pour donner a la Commission, qui 
doit fonctionner a Gavalla ou Dedeagatch, I’autorite voulue, il conviendrait d’y 
faire participer plusieurs grandes Puissances. 

Elle considere que la Grande-Bi'etagne et la France, etant toutes deux Puissances 
garantes de la Grece, sont naturellement designees pour cette mission et que leur 
intervention sera d’ailleurs accueill[i]e par les Bulgares eux-memes comme une 
garantie d’impartialite. 


No. 21 

H. D. 17.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d'^ Or say, Paris, on Monday, 

July 28, igiQi a.t j.go p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H. White; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretaries, 
Mr. H. Norman, Sir Ian Malcolm, K.G.M.G. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de 
St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Vannutelii, 

Japan: Baron Maidno; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Chapin. British Empire: Lt. Com- 
mander Bell. France : Capt. A. Portier. Italy : Gapt. Majnoni. 
Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

I. At this moment M. Tardieii entered the room. 

M. Tardieu stated that the question of setting up the Gom- 
Appointmeni of mittee for co-ordinating the clauses of the Peace Treaty with 
^rdAate^clau7el' been submitted to the Committee for supervising 
of German Peace execution of the Peace Treaty, by the American representa- 

Treaty dve. After three meetings, the Committee had adopted a plan 

which was set out in Annex [Appendix] A. 

Mr. Balfour stated that the proposal was to the effect that a Committee 
should be set up in Paris to supervise the execution of the Peace Treaty, and 
to co-ordinate its provisions. Would not there then be some confusion 
between this new Committee and the League of Nations? There would be 
a Permanent Committee at Geneva and another Permanent Committee at 
Paris, This might lead to disputes. 

M. Tardieu replied that Mr. Balfour’s question had been answered in 
Paragraph i of the Report. The manner in which the functions of the 
Committee had been limited was clearly expressed, and there was therefore 



no risk of overlapping. In addition to this, paragraph 5 of the Report stated 
that the Allied and Associated Governments would determine what the 
relations between the two bodies in question should be. 

Mr. Balfour replied that he was entirely satisfied ; but that he would like 
to raise another, not very important question. Did the Council see any 
objection to the members of the Paris Committee being ambassadors? 

M. Tardieu replied that paragraph 2 of the Report answered the question. 
It had been thought that there was nothing to prevent ambassadors being 
appointed as representatives to the Committee, but, on the other hand, there 
was no need specially to recommend that ambassadors should be appointed. 
(It was agreed that the Report of the Committee for supervising the 
execution of the Peace Treaty with regard to setting up a Co-ordinating 
Committee to deal with questions of interpretation and execution should 
he adopted.) 


2. M. Leygues^ and the Naval experts entered the room. 


Disposal of the Ger- 
man and Austro- 
Hungarian Fleets 


M. Glemengeau stated that the Naval experts had met to 
discuss the question without being able to come to an agree- 
ment except on one point, which was, that, before they could 
deal with their side of the matter, a decision with regard to 


their general policy in the matter must be taken by the Governments 


concerned. 


Admiral Ronarc’h stated that the Admirals had met several times with- 


out coming to an agreement and that their remarks on the differences of 
opinion between the Admiralties of the countries concerned could be seen 
in the Report submitted to the Conference (see Annex [Appendix] B). 

M. Glemengeau stated that he did not see how the question of whether 
the vessels should be destroyed, sunk, or distributed, could again be raised. 
It had already been discussed by the Council of Four, and, finally, in reply 
to the French request, it had been decided that the vessels should be distri- 
buted; and that each recipient country should put the vessels allotted to it 
to what use it chose. There could be no doubt on the question, because, when 
the Scapa Flow incident occurred, ^ Mr. Lloyd George had expressed his 
regret for what had happened, in view of the fact that France was to receive 
a certain number of the vessels sunk. He had again renewed his promise, 
and had given a list of vessels that might finally be given to France by way 
of compensation. The Scapa Flow incident had added itself to the question 
of disposal. The German vessels had been placed under the guard of the 
British Admiralty. He did not wish to be critical ; but simply to draw atten- 
tion to the fact that a report on the whole question had been promised to the 
Supreme Council, and that the report in question had not yet been tendered. 
He had intended, at the time, to send a, French Admiral over, but, since 
Mr. Lloyd George had not received the suggestion favourably, he had not 
insisted. The responsibility rested with the British Admiralty, and it was 
therefore necessary that a report should be submitted to the Council, in order 
^ French Minister of Marine. 2 On June 21, 1919. 
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that responsibility for the affair might be determined. The German Admiral 
was going to be tried by a British court martial; but it should not be for- 
gotten that the Admiral in question^ was at the time Gommander-in- Chief 
of the German Fleet; and that he had admitted to having given orders to 
sink it. The German Government was therefore clearly responsible, and the 
Allies had a right to demand reparation. Mr. Lloyd George had stated that 
reparation would be given, but, after enquiring, he had not appeared to 
think this possible. An argument had been brought forward to the effect that 
the provisions of the Armistice did not establish sufficient control over the 
German vessels; Mr. Lloyd George had further recalled Marshal Foch’s 
opinion against surrendering these vessels. Before discussing the question of 
distributing the German fleet, it was necessary to know where the fleet in 
question actually was: one portion was at the bottom of the sea in Scapa 
Flow, another, smaller, portion was possibly afloat in the same locality; 
finally, there were vessels in German ports. How could the Admirals have 
given any other reply? They could only do what they had done, and draw 
attention to the fact that no political decision had been taken. This was the 
essence of the question, and before pursuing the discussion further, he wished 
to know the opinion of his colleagues. 

Mr. Balfour stated that the remarks of the President of the Council 
raised three points. Firstly, he had alluded to a declaration of Mr. Lloyd 
George in favour of distributing the Fleet. 

M. Glemengeau stated that the question had been twice discussed, and 
that finally President Wilson and Mr. Lloyd George had acceded to French 
wishes by accepting the principle that the Fleet should be distributed. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Council of Four had agreed that the distribu- 
tion should be made between the Allied Powers, but that he was not aware 
of the exact basis of this distribution. He asked whether it had been decided, 
for example, to make an equal division of all surface vessels of the same 
class; or whether compensations in another form were to accompany the 
distribution, 

M. Tittoni stated, that, inasmuch as the principle of distribution had been 
determined upon, it was necessary to know the manner in which it was to be 
carried out. 

M. Glemengeau answered that the principle of distribution had alone 
been discussed, and not the details of tliis distribution. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the matters included in the minutes of 
April 25tli represented a definite decision taken by France. 

M. Glemengeau replied that he was quite ready to re-discuss the question 
for the fourth or fifth time. He wished to draw attention, however, to the 
fact, that, as Mr, Lloyd George had proposed to hand over to the French a 
certain number of vessels whose names were given, this in itself proved his 
admission of the principle of distribution. 

Baron Making stated that he could remember this statement. 

Mr. Balfour stated that it was very important to know what had been 
3 Rear-Admiral von Reuter. 
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decided upon by the Council of Four, in order that the question should not 
continually recur. He did not think, that, as a matter of principle, it was 
advisable to re-open matters already discussed and decided upon by that 
body. 

M. Glemengeau answered that he could not entirely accept Mr, Balfour’s 
statement of principle. It was contradicted by the fact that a decision had 
been made to occupy the Rhine territory'- for fifteen years. Notwithstanding 
this, six days before the Treaty had been signed, Mr. Lloyd George had 
re-opened the question and it had been re-discussed. He was nevertheless 
in agreement with Mr. Balfour, It was necessary to see exactly what had 
been said and to consult the minutes drawn up by the Secretariat. In 
addition to this, the report promised on the Scapa Flow incident should be 
forthcoming. 

Mr. Balfour stated that he saw no objection to a report being made. 

M. Glemengeau stated that the British Admiralty was not of that opinion. 

Mr. White stated that the question was new to him, and that it was 
necessary for him to examine carefully the minutes of proceedings in order 
that he might know what President Wilson had thought. 

M. Glemengeau stated that they were therefore in agreement on the two 
points previously raised by him. 

M. Tittoni stated that the principle of distribution was agreed upon; but 
the manner in which it was to be carried out had yet to be decided. 

M. Glemengeau stated that the last point had never been discussed; and 
that Mr. Lloyd George and President Wilson had only agreed to the principle. 
He further drew attention to the fact that he had raised the question of 
German responsibility. 

Mr. Balfour stated that he did not doubt that such a responsibility 
existed, but even if established, what advantages would accrue? 

(It was agreed that the Secretariat should examiue the minutes of proceed- 
ings in order to report on all that had been said in the Council of Four 
with regard to the distribution of the German Fleet. It was further 
decided that Mr. Balfour should ask the British Government for the report 
on the Scapa Flow incident.) 

(M, Leygues and the Naval Advisers then left the room.) 

Abomination of a Director [Not printed] 

for the Port of Kehl 

4. M. Tardieu stated that the Jugo-Slav Delegation had addressed several 
Report of the Commis- Notes to the Council on the subject of their claims to certain 
sion on Roumanian and territories. 

Jugoslav affairs Mr. Balfour Stated, that before pursuing this discus- 

regarding the demands wished to remark that he preferred not to take up 

the Jugo-blav claims dunng such time as the Serbians 

This nomination arose out of article 65 of the Treaty of Versailles. After a brief dis- 
cussion it was decided that the nomination of M, Detbusse, Ingenieur des Fonts etChaussees, 
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refused to respect the decisions taken by the Council with regard to 
Klagenfurt.s ■ 

M. Tardieu remarked, that as the claims were rejected in the proposed 
replies, these latter were in line with Mr. Balfour’s remarks. 

M. Tittoni said that he considered it useless to discuss the question, as the 
Council’s decisions were not being respected. 

M. Tardieu answered that the proposals themselves might be considered 
because they did not grant the Serbians’ claims. 

M. Glemengeau stated that the entire discussion was put aside by Mr. 
Balfour’s remarks, with whom [sic] the Council agreed. 

M. Tardieu stated that since the questions could not be further discussed, 
despite the fact that the claims put forward had been rejected, the Council 
would presumably be less inclined to discuss points upon wdiich concessions 
had been made. There remained a question of Ada-Kalessi Island which 
did not concern Jugo-Slavia. In a telegram dated i ithjuly General Fraiichet 
d’Esperey had reported that the Roumanians and Jugo-Slavs both laid claim 
to Ada-Kalessi Island, which lay in the Danube opposite Orsova, and which, 
after being left to Turkey by virtue of the Berlin Treaty of 1878, had been 
occupied by Austria-Hungary in 1908. In view of the fact that the Ada- 
Kalessi Island had been occupied by Austria-Hungary the Committee 
proposed that it should be given to Roumania, which country had received 
the Austro-Hungarian territories of Transylvania adjacent to the Danube. 
The Committee required that the stipulations of Article 52 of the Berlin 
Treaty, with regard to the prohibition of Military works on the island should 
be upheld. 

(It was agreed that the Ada-Kalessi Island should he granted to Roumania, 
and that the clauses of Article 52 of the Berlin Treaty, as detailed above, 
should be upheld. 

It was further decided that M. Ciemenceau, as President of the Peace 
Conference, should inform the Jugo-Slav Delegation that, in \Tiew of the 
Serbian refusal to recognise decisions of the Supreme Council with regard 
to Klagenfmrt, it was impossible to proceed further with the latest claims 
presented by their Delegation.) 

5. M. Tardieu stated that the Secretary-General had informed Marshal 
Foch of the decision taken by the Council on the 1 6th July, 
effect that French troops should not be sent to Schleswig,*^ 
-me in Schleswig since the means of their transport were not yet ready. Marshal 
Foch had now reported that the decision in question aroije 
out of a misunderstanding. The French battalion for Schleswig had been 
formed, and was now ready to start at four days’ notice. Marshal Foch 
further reported that he had informed the British Admiralty to the above 
effect. 

‘as Temporary Director of the port of Kehl arid of the port of Strassburg should be submitted 
by each respective delegation to their Governments for approval.’ 
s See No. 16, minute 9. 

^ See No. 12, rninute 3 ip). , 
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Mr. Balfour said that the decision that French troops should not partici- 
pate had been taken, simply because it had been wrongly supposed that they 
were not ready. Since this was not the case it would be advantageous if the 
French flag were represented. 

(It -^vas decided that the French battalion now ready should participate 
in the Military occupation of Schleswig ; and that the British Admiralty 
should give Marshal Foch the four days’ notice in advance which was to 
precede the despatch of the battalion.) 

6. Mr. White stated that an Austrian Note with regard to the minority 
clauses of the Peace Treaty had been presented. ? He sug- 
Austrian proposals gested that the [? it] should be transmitted to the Gom- 
With regard to the States for report. 

clauses in the Peace in -j i i. i- i ..i ^ • i i 

Treaty on the sub- said he believed that certain clauses on the 

ject of minorities subject of minorities had already been sent to another Com- 

mittee. Would it not be preferable to submit the Austrian 
proposals to this latter Committee in order to avoid confusion? 

M. Berthelot stated that the question of minorities should have been the 
exclusive object of study of the Minorities Committee. Other questions, 
involving problems of finance and transportation, had however been sub- 
mitted to it. 

M. Clemenceau drew attention to the fact that the note accom- 
panying the presentation of the Austrian Peace Treaty^ stated clearly, 
that, as the text of the Treaty represented decisions finally arrived at, 
it would not be possible to reply to notes that had been received in the 
past, or would be received in the future, from the Austrian Delegation. 
It therefore seemed impossible to discuss the question raised by Mr. 
White. 

(It was decided that the Austrian proposals with regard to minorities 
should not be examined by tbe Council, in view of tlie letter accompany- 
ing the presentation of the Peace Treaty, wherein it was stated that no 
further replies would be given to Austrian notes.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris. 

July28,igig. 


An Austrian note dated July lo, 1919, had enclosed the texts of Austrian counter-pro- 
posals on various sections of the draft Treaty of Peace including those on the protection of 
minorities. English texts of the Austrian covering note and counter-proposals on minorities 
are printed by N. Almond and R. H, Lutz, op. cit., pp. 209-10 and 577-82. 

® On July 20, 1919, M. Dutasta had presented to Dr. Renner the full draft of the 
treaty of peace with Austria and an accompanying memorandum under cover of a note 
from M. Clemenceau of that date. French texts of these three documents are printed in 


Bericht iiber die Tatigkeit der deutschosterreichischen Friedensdelegation in St. Germain-en-Laye, 
voL ii, pp. 9-53. 
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Appendix A to No. 21 


Conference de la Paix. 

Gomite d’execution des clauses du traite. 

PARIS, le 2jjuillet igig. 

Mote pour le Conseil SuprSme 

Le Gomite d’execution des clauses du Traite a ete saisi par le Representant 
Americain a ce Gomite, d’lm projet de creation d’un Gomite, charge, apres I’entree 
en vigueur du Traite avec I’Allemagne, de la coordination des questions concernant 
I’interpretation et Fexecution des clauses de ce Traite. 

Le Gomite a consacre trois seances a Fexamen de ce projet et le texte ci-dessous 
a ete finalement adopte a Funanimite. 

Projet de Recommandaiion 

10 — Les questions concernant Finterpretation et Fexecution du Traite avec 
FAllemagne, — a Fexception de celles confiees par lui soit a la Societe des Nations, 
soit aux Commissions des Reparations, du Gontrole Militaire, Naval et Aerien et 
de la rive gauche du Rhin, ou a d’autres organes permanents de meme nature, — 
devront etre etudiees et suivies par un Gomite special, dont le siege sera a Paris, 
mais qui pourra, s’il le juge opportun en raison de la nature de certaines questions, 
se transporter en d’autres capitales. 

2° — Ghacune des Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees fera connaitre 
aussitot que possible le nom du delegue, diplomatique ou autre, charge de la 
representer dans ce Gomite. Les delegues pourront etre assistds de conseillers 
technicj[ues choisis d’apres la nature des Cjuestions a traiter. 

30 — Le Gomite aui'a pour mission de fournir aux gouvernements, a qui appar- 
tiendra la decision, des bases communes et coordonnees d’information et d’appr^- 
ciation, comme aussi de leur faire en cas de besoin, toutes propositions rdpondant 
a Fobjet defini par le paragraphe i. 

40 : — Les relations du Gomite avec les gouvernements et les commissions en- 
voyees sur place en execution du traite seront reglees comme suit; 

a) — Les Gommissions envoyees sur place adresseront dmectement au Gomite 
im compte-rendu regulier de toutes les cpestions d’execution courante resolues par 
elles et par les autorites locales allemandes ou autres avec qui elles seront en 
relations: 

h) — Quand les dites affaires d’execution courante, sans poser de questions de 
principe, provoqueront sur place un desaccord, les membres du Gomite seront 
autoidses, par leurs Gouvernements respectifs, a envoyer directement des instruc- 
tions aux Gommissions et pour adresser directement copie de ces instructions, en 
meme temps qu’aux gouvernements allies et associes, aux representants a Berlin 
des dits gouvernements ; 

c) — Quand se poseront des questions de principe, le Gomite, apres examen 
commun, proposera les solutions aux gouvernements qui notifieront les decisions 
et mesures d’execution tant aux Gommissions sur place qu’a ieurs representants 
diplomatiques des gouvernements allies et associes a Berlin. Copie de ces decisions 
sera envoyee au Gomite pour son information. 

5® — Les gouvernements allies et associes regleront, en temps utile, les relations 
q ui devront exister entre le Gomite et le Secretariat General de la Societe des 
Nations, afin que toutes les mesures d’execution du Traite soient conformes aux 
principes et a Fideal qui sont a la base de la Societe. 
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6° — Au fur et a mesure de la signature des autres Traites, une organisation, 
composee eventueilement des memes personnes, pourra etre chargee, dans les 
memes conditions, d’en suivre Texecution, 

Appendix B to No. 2 1 
Document i 

Jomt Mote by the Admirals for the Council of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers 

The Admirals met this morning to consider the three questions on which the 
Council desire their advice, viz : — 

The disposal of — 

(1) the German surface warships, both those remaining at Scapa and the 

additional ships to be surrendered under Article 185 of the Peace Treaty; 

(2) the warships of the late Austro-Hungarian navy, including submarines; 

(3) the surrendered German submarines. 

2. After reviewing the discussions which have taken place and the reports which 
they have made from time to time on the above points in connection with the 
preparation of the Naval Clauses for the Ti'eaties of Peace, the Admirals were 
unanimously of opinion that they could offer no further advice or formulate any 
recommendations until they were in possession of the decision of the Council on 
the point of principle involved, which is a political one, viz : — 

(a) Are these vessels to be — 

(1) sunk, or 

(2) broken up, or 

(3) distributed without restriction as to their ultimate disposal? 

(b) If they are to be distributed — 

(1) is the distribution to be confined to the Allied and Associated Powers 

whose navies have taken a prominent part in the war; or 

(2) are the smaller of the Allied Powers who possess navies and new States 

with maritime frontiers to participate? Claims have been made by 
Belgium, Brazil, China and Portugal, and also by Finland, Poland, 
and Yugo-Slavia. 

On receipt of the Council’s decision, plans to give effect to it can be formulated. 

3. Briefly stated, the yiaval recommendations are as follows: — 

Surface Ships 

To be sunk or broken up, with a preference for sinking. 

To be broken up. 

To be broken up; but if an exception is made and vessels are 
allotted to any of the Allied Powers, as part of its fleet, the 
Italian navy should receive its due proportion. 

To be sunk or broken up; with the same reservation as made in 
the case of Italy. 

Opposed to both sinking and breaking up ; considers the vessels 
should be distributed among the Allied and Associated Powers. 


United States 
British Empire 
Italy 

Japan 

France 


232 



Submarines 


United States 

British Empire I Unanimous in recommending that all the submarines, sub” 
Italy I marine salvage vessels and docks be broken up. 

Japan j 

France Opposed to breaking up; considers the submarines should be 

distributed among the Allied and Associated Powers. 

The situation as regards the German submarines was fully explained in the 
Admirals’ report of 7 May, a copy of which is attached for convenience of reference. 

Paris, ayth June, igig. 

Document 2 

Disposal of German Submarines 
(LG. 176 E.) 

The Admirals of the Allied and Associated Powers in Paris have read the Notes 
of the meeting of the First Delegates of the Peace Conference held at President 
Wilson’s residence on 25 April and have given further consideration to the question 
of the disposal of the German submarines. 

2. The Admirals representing the United States of America, the British Empire, 
Italy and Japan are unanimous in recommending that all the submarines, sub- 
marine salvage vessels and docks surrendered by Germany, be broken up. 

[A] draft formula for an agreement between the Allied and Associated Powers 
themselves, to give effect to this recommendation, is attached (Annex A'^). It 
differs but little from the paragraph on the subject embodied in the first draft of 
the Naval Glauses submitted to the Supreme Council on 7 February and nothing 
has occurred in the meantime to cause the four Admirals to modify their views. 

Whatever be the future as regards submarine warfare, they see no necessity for 
increasing submarine ai*maments by distidbuting the German submarines at a 
moment when the menace of the German fleet has been removed and a general 
reduction of armaments is desired. 

They are further of opinion that the destruction of all German submarines is 
called for on moral grounds, as a mark of the repugnance felt by the rest of the 
world to the manner in which Germany used her submarines in the war. 

3. Admiral de Bon does not agree with the views expressed above and has 
prepared an alternative formula (Annex B). In his opinion, the two questions, 
viz., the destruction of the submarines and the future of submarine warfare, cannot 
be separated. 

4. A statement showing numerically the present position as regards the German 
submarines is also attached (Annex C^”). 

{Signed by) For 

Admiral Benson United States of America 

Rear-Admiral Hope British Empire 

Vice-Admiral de Bon France 

Rear-Admiral Grassi Italy 

Rear-Admiral Takeshita Japan 

Paris, y May, igig- 

Document 4. 


^ Document 3. 
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June, igig. 

Note. Annex B is not attached as the formula embodied in it is not in agree- 
ment with the present Naval view of France, viz., that all the submarines should 
be distributed amongst the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Document 3 

Annex A. Disposal of German Submarines 
Agreement between the five Allied and Associated Powers 
(Draft proposed by the Admirals representing the United States of America, 

British Empire, Italy and Japan) 

All the German submarines, submarine salvage vessels and docks for sub- 
marines, surrendered to the Allies shall be broken up. 

The breaking-up of the German submarines appropriated for propaganda 
purposes in the countries of the Allied and Associated Powers shall be commenced 
not later than 31st October, 1919, which date shall be extended to 31st December, 
1919, in the case of those allotted to Japan. 

The brealdng-up of the remainder now in the ports of Great Britain and France, 
or en route thereto, shall be commenced forthwith. 

Articles, machinery and material arising from the breaking-up of these vessels 
may not be used except for purely industrial or commercial purposes. They may 
not be sold or disposed of to foreign countries. 

The proceeds of the breaking-up of these vessels shall be divided among the 
Allied and Associated Powers on a scale to be subsequently settled. 


Document 4 

Annex C. Surrendered German Submarines 
(Omitting those in the Black Sea) 

6 May, igtg 

(Subject to verification as to the numbers in the various categories) 


In or on 

Incomplete 
thro' lack 
of engines, 

Serviceable 

Operated 


passage to 
Allied ports 

&c., or 
sunk on 

at sea 
during 

Took no 
part in 


of 

passage 

the war 

the war 

Total 

(«) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

Great Britain . 

19 

16 

14 

49 

France . 

17 

21 

8 

46 

United States . 


4 

2 

6 

Italy 


4 

6 

10 

Japan . 


3 

4 

7 

Total . 

"36 

48 

34 

118 

Sold and being broken up in 

England 

54 

172 
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Allied Submarine Losses During the War 

Mumber Percentage of total 
Country lost Allied losses 

Great Britain . 55 71.5 

France . . 14 18 

Italy . . 8 10.5 

United States . 

Japan . . . . 

Other Allies . 

Total . . 77 100.0 


No. 22 

H. D. 18.] ffotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room- at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 
July 2g, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H. White, (later) Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. 
Harrison. 

British Em-pirei The Rt, Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir Ian Malcolm. 

France-. M, Pichon, (later) M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Berthelot, 
M. de St. Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secret.ary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Chapin. British Empire: Gapt. E, 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Gol. A. Jones, 
Interpreter: Prof. P, J. Mantoux. 


I. M. Berthelot referring to the decision taken on the previous day 


Question of answer- 
ing Austrian Notes 


(H.D. 17. Para. 6*), said that he understood the decision 
to refer to Austrian notes despatched before the final Treaty 
had been handed to the Austrian Delegation. It would 


clearly be necessary to reply to any Austrian notes despatched since then. 


He proposed, therefore, that the note regarding minorities be examined by 


the Committee on New States. 


Mr. Balfour said that he thought the same principle might be adopted 
in dealing with the Austrian notes as had been adopted regarding the notes 
sent by the German Delegation. In the latter case there had been a Com- 
mittee to survey the whole of the replies. He would, therefore, propose that 
M, Dutasta be asked to arrange for a similar machinery in order that the 
whole of the replies be co-ordinated. 


(This proposal was accepted.) 


* No. 21, miiiute 6. 
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Note: — The Resolution referred to -was as follows; — 

(It was agreed that a Committee should be appointed for the purpose 
of editing the reply to the German Note. The Secretary-General was 
requested to arrange for this Committee to meet with the least possible 
delay, and to communicate to it the various portions of the reply as they 
were approved.) 

2. M. Pigeon said that the Austrians had asked for an extension of one 
week beyond the period of lo days allowed them to present 
Note from Austrian observations regarding the Treaty. They justified their 

Delegation asking j^y reference to the change of Foreign Minister which 

for extension of time , T , W i xx i i i i i i i i 

allowed for reply lately Occurred. ^ He thought the demand could not be 

resisted, and asked his colleagues if they agreed with him, 

(It was agreed that the period of ten days allowed to the Austrian Delega- 
tion to present observations on the Treaty handed to them, should be 
extended by one week, and that this should be communicated to them by 
the Secretariat-General.) 

3 - 

m-establishmntof [Not printed] 

postal communica- 
tions with Germany 

4. The Council had before it the proposal made by M. Tittoni on the pre- 
vious day (H.D. 16, Para. 2 3 ). 

Creation of Inter- LouGHEUR said that M. Tittoni’s proposal really 

for\e 7 ^tr^ution to the perpetuation of the Supreme Economic 

of raw material Council. The very functions he wished exercised were those 

hitherto exercised by the Council with the help of the Wheat 
Executive, the Interallied Maritime Transport Council, and similar organisa- 
tions. The problem before the Government[s] was therefore merely restated 
in other terms. As the Council knew, the French and Italian Delegations 
favoured the continuance of the Supreme Economic Council. Great Britai n 
latterly had taken the same view. Only the American Delegation disagreed, 
and had wired to Washington for instructions. On the following Friday and 
Saturday^ there was to be a meeting of the Council in London. Eveiything 
depended on the instructions that might be received from the Governments. 
Without them the members could take no action. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had prepared a draft resolution to the following 
effect ; — 

‘That the problems arising out of the present difficulties of providing 
food, coal and raw materials to the Allied Powers be submitted to the 
Supreme Economic Council for examination and report.’ 

® Herr Bauer resigned the Austrian Ministry of Foreign Affairs on July 35, 1919 (cf. No. 
42, minute 9). The conduct of the Ministry was assumed by Dr. Renner, the Austrian 
Chancellor. 

3 No. 20, minute 2, * August i and 2, 1919. 
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He had expressed his resolution in these terms in order not to bind the 
Supreme Economic Council in any way. M. Tittoni’s proposal appeared to 
dictate the conclusion in some manner. 

M. Loucheur observed that neither resolution offered a solution of the 
question. All that could be done was to postpone it unless instructions were 
received for the Supreme Economic Council to continue its functions. In 
regard to the primary necessity of finding coal for Italy, he wished to inform 
the Council that he had had a conversation mth M. Tittoni. There was 
information that between the dates of August 5th and September 5tli, Ger- 
many would furnish one million three hundred and fifty thousand tons of 
coal. This coal was intended for French uses according to agreement. 
France, however, had agreed, in order to assist Italy, to despatch out of this 
one hundred and seventy-five thousand tons to the latter country. This would 
save the situation. In addition to this, in spite of considerable shortage in 
France, he had given an order for the despatch from the Saar Basin to Italy 
of one thousand two hundred tons daily. He hoped that Great Britain would 
also help to ease the situation and he expected to have a conversation with 
Sir Auckland Geddess at the end of the week. 

(It was then resolved that the problems arising out of the present diffi- 
culties of providing, food, coal and raw materials to the Allied Powers 
be submitted to the Supreme Economic Council for examination and 
report.) 


5 - 

Appointment of commis- [Not printed] 

sion of experts for the dis- 
tribution of rolling stock 
in enemy countries 

s Pre,sident of the Board of Trade. 

^ This question concerned a difference of opinion between Mr. Hudson, v/ho considered 
‘that the Commission of Experts which was to deal with the distribution of rolling stock was, 
according to the Treaty, entirely independent’, and M. Loucheur, who ‘said that the 
experts might be allowed to make provisional allotments of the railway stock, subject to 
sanction by the Reparations Commission. He disputed that the experts under the Treaty 
iiad any right to dispose finally of .such material.’ Mr. Balfour said ‘that two quite different 
considerations had to be reconciled. It was obvious that the rolling stock of Europe, as being 
a financial asset, could not escape the grasp of the Reparation Gominission, but it was 
dearly important that for the economic reconstruction of Europe so essential an instrument 
of reconstruction should be employed to the best purpose. Without this, work on mines, 
farms, factories, &c., would be wasted. From this point of view there was no more important 
resource tlian rolling stock for the economic revival of Europe. This resource must be hus- 
banded jjy the experts. It was therefore necessary to reconcile these two important objects.’ 
After further discussion it was decided to accept provisionally, subject to further examination 
by the experts present of the Reparations Commission and of the Commission on Ports, 
Waterways and Railways, the following proposal made by Mr. Balfour : ‘The immediate 
distribution of rolling stock shall be made on the authority of the Expert Committee; but 
no such distribution shall be final until the. financial aspects of the question have been con- 
sidered and approved by the Committee of Reparation.’ 



6. M. Glementel'^ said that the draft Clauses now before the Council 
Economic Clauses for had been unanimously agreed to. (Appendix D.s) He 
insertion in the Treaty explained the various clauses in which alterations had been 
of Peace with Bulgaria made since the last edition. Some discussion arose con- 
cerning Article 29. 

Mr. White asked whether the smaller Powers might not claim equal 
rights with the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in respect to the 
‘most favoured nation’ treatment, 

M. Glementel explained that this provision had been inserted at the 
request of the Japanese Delegates.^ 

Mr. Balfour asked why it was proposed to re-impose Consular Courts 
on Bulgaria, 

M. Glementel said that it was merely a case of re-stating pre-existing 
rights. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had not been aware of any right of Consular 
jurisdiction in Bulgaria, but, in any case, he would have thought it more in 
keeping with the times to abolish or curtail such a right rather than to re-assert 
or extend it. 

Mr. White said that the United States did not wish to claim extra- 
territorial rights in Bulgaria. 

M. PiGHON said that the French Government were negotiating just before 
the outbreak of war for the abolition of the capitulations in Bulgaria, 

M. Glementel pointed out that the formula employed was permissive. 
Special conventions might be entered into by each of the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers with Bulgaria. There was nothing to compel them to do so. 

At the close of the discussion on the previous item M. Glementel had entered the 
meeting together with the Experts, M. Alphant, M. Nogara and Mr. Hutchinson. Their 
entry had been immediately preceded by that of Mr. Polk, Under Secretary of State in the 
State Department of the United States, who had on July 19, 1919, been appointed a Com- 
missioner Plenipotentiary to act as Chairman of the American Commission to Negotiate 
Peace, Mr. Polk arrived in Paris from the United States on the morning of July 29. 

® Not printed. This appendix was a report from the Economic Commission, dated July 7, 
1919, and revised as to July 28, stating that ‘the clauses proposed by the Treaty of Peace 
with Bulgaria are based to a very large extent on the Treaties with Germany and Austria’. 
There followed a summary indicating ‘which article can be derived from the corresponding 
articles in those Treaties by substituting the words “Bulgaria” or “Bulgarian” for the 
corresponding terms, and by making the necessary changes in the dates mentioned, e.g. the 
date of entry into the war (20th September 1915), date of the Armistice (30th September, 
igi8), &c.’ This summary listed 59 draft articles numbered 1-56 and A-C. Nos. i-i8 
were respectively the drafts for articles 147-64 of the Treaty of Neuilly. No. 19 differed from 
article 165 of that treaty in that it read: ‘The convention of the 29th November, igoi, 
between Roumania and Bulgaria, concerning fishing in the waters of the Danube, is again 
brought into force from the date of the ratification of the present Treaty of Peace, and cannot 
be denounced for a period of five years unless it is previously revised by the mutual consent 
of the contracting States.’ Draft articles 20-36 were respectively drafts for articles 166-182 
of the Treaty of Neuilly; No. 37 was a draft for article 186 of that treaty; Nos. 38-40 were 
respectively drafts for articles 183-5, Nos. 41-8 for articles 187-94, Nos. 49-56 for 
articles 196-203. Nos. A-C were respectively adaptations of articles 323, 327 and 366 
(Ports, VV'aterways and Railways) of the Treaty of Versailles, ’ See No. 19, minute 4. 
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The sentence regarding ‘most favoured nation’ treatment had been added at 
the request of Japan. 

Mr. Balfour observed that things were not left just as they had been 
before the war, as the United States and Japan were added to the list of 
Powers entitled to negotiate with Bulgaria regarding special rights which 
they had not possessed before the war. 

M. PiGHON observed that they need not avail themselves of this right. 
France had rights which had not been put into practice. Just before the 
outbreak of the war, negotiations were going on for the abolition of these 
theoretical rights. The object of the Article was therefore quite a restricted 
one, namely, to enable France to resume these negotiations. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that it was odd that an Article with so restricted 
an object contrived to add two Powers to the list. 

M. Matsui said that he understood that there was in practice, no consular 
jurisdiction in Bulgaria. Japan, however, had been for a long time urging 
her right to exercise such jurisdiction in Turkey. Japan would therefore 
seem to be weakening her position unless this sentence were inserted in the 
Article. If none of the Powers chose to exercise their rights under the 
capitulations, Japan would do nothing; should the Powers wish to do so, 
Japan desired to be in the same position as the rest. Nothing very substantia! 
was being asked for, and he thought that any exercise of the right was 
improbable. In view of the negotiations with Turkey, however, the Japanese 
Delegation had thought it desirable to have this sentence inserted, 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought it was strange to insist in a Treaty on 
a right which no one wished to exercise, and which no one approved. With 
this comment, however, he would be content, and would not oppose the 
acceptance of the Article. 

(The Economic Clauses as drafted (see Appendix D»^) were then adopted 
for insertion in the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria. 

It was further decided to communicate these Clauses in the same 
manner as the other Clauses, through the President of the Committee, to 
the smaller Powers concerned.) 

(M. Clemenceau and M. Tardieu entered the room.) 

7. Mr. Balfour read the following telegram. He thought this amounted 
Line of demarcation ^ ^^fiisal on the part of General Pilsudski to obey the 
between Polish and orders of the Council; — 

Lithuanian Forces (]\/[_ Giementel, M. Alphant and M. Nogara withdrew.) 

Telegram from Sir P. Wjndham,^^ Warsaw to Mr. Balfour 

July 25th, I gig, 

‘On July 24th I saw General Pilsudski as instructed by you in your 
telegram of July 23rd. 

‘Upon my raising the question of the Polish troops being withdrawn to 
the line of demarcation General Pilsudski said that this was a responsibility 
H.M. Commissioner at Warsaw. 
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wliicli he would not take as the immediate result would be the outbreak of 
disturbances, possibly leading to regular warfare. He declared that he would 
resign Office and leave Poland for Lithuania if we insisted on the Polish 
troops being withdrawn, and showed absolute determination on this point. 

‘The internal situation is now so difficult that, as it seems to me, General 
Pilsudski would gladly avail himself of any opportunity to resign which 
might be afforded to him by foreign pressure in opposition to a cause 
which is popular in Poland. The political consequences will be serious if 
he carries out his threat.’ 

M. Glemengeau observed that the telegram was dated July 25th and that 
the decision of the Council had been taken on the 26th.” 

8. It was decided that no answer need be made to Herr von Bethmann- 
Reply to Herr von Holweg’s letter regarding bis personal responsibility for the 
Bethmann-Hollweg outbreak of war.^^ 

See No. 19, minute i. 

The letter in question was not appended to the original minute but the reference 
was evidently to the following letter, dated from Hohenfinow on June 25, 1919, from 
Herr von Bethmann-Hollweg to M. Clemenceau : 

(Translation) ‘Sir, 

‘I have the horrour to request that your Excellency will be so good as to bring the annexed 
letter to the notice of the Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

I have the honour, etc., 

_ , . , Bethmann-Hollweg.® 

Enclosure m above. 

‘According to Article 227 of the Conditions of Peace, the Allied and Associated Powers 
publicly arraign His Majesty William II of Hohenzollern, ex-Emperor of Germany, for a 
supreme offence against international morality and the sanctity of Treaties. At the same 
time they declare that they will address to the Royal Government of the Netherlands a 
request to deliver the former Emperor into their hands in order that he may be put on trial. 

‘With reference to these stipulations, I beg leave to request the Governments of the Allied 
and Associated Powers to direct against my person the procedure which they propose to 
initiate against His Majesty the Emperor. With this object I declare that I place myself at 
the disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

‘In accordance with the constitutional laws of Germany, it is I who, in my capacity of 
former Chancellor of the Empire, bear the exclusive responsibility for political acts of the 
Emperor during my tenure of office. I feel justified in considering that the Allied and 
Associated Powers who wish to submit these acts to their judgment should call me only to 
account therefor. 

‘I feel convinced that the Governments of the Allied and Associated Powers will not 
refuse to admit that the rule established by the public law of a State deserves to be recognised 
in international relations, and I express the hope that they will be so good as to grant the 

urgent request which I submit to them. _ , 

Bethmann-PIollweg . 

On June 28, 1919, this letter had been considered by the Supreme Council (Council of 
Four) and referred by it to the Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of the T/ar 
and the Enforcement of Penalties for reply along general lines suggested by the Council of 
Four. In accordance with this decision the Commission, at a meeting on July 15, 1919, 
prepared a draft reply to the letter stating that the Principle Allied and Associated Powers were 
pleased to acknowledge the spirit of sacrifice evidenced by Herr von Bethrnann-Holhveg’s 
letter, that there was, however, no occasion to enter into any interpretation of the constitu- 
tion of the German Emphe of April 16, 1871, and that ‘there can be no question of modifying 
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g. (At this point M, Venizelos and the Members of the Commission on 
Greek Affairs, entered the Room.) 

HeanngofM . Glemengeau, addressing M. Venizelos said that the 

frontiers of Bulgaria Goimcil thought that he would probably have something to 
say regarding the frontiers of Bulgaria. 

M. Venizelos said that he would have something to say on the subject, 
but before dealing with that, he would like to give an explanation regarding 
the document produced by Mr. White at a previous meeting (see H.D. i6. 
para, 7).J3 This document had been communicated to him by the Chairman 
and the Council would understand that he was considerably upset by it. 
It was implied that he had made use of a forged document to influence the 
Conference. He had never stated that the Mussulmans of Western Thrace 
desired to join Greece. Should they be given the choice, it was obvious that 
they would be inclined to choose the Allies of Turkey rather than the enemies 
of Turkey. What he had suggested was that Allied Officers should consult 
the Mahommedan Deputies without the knowledge either of Bulgaria or 
Turkey. He then read a letter addressed to him by 8 Mussulman Deputies 
of Western Thrace (Appendix E). This petition he had sent to M. Gambon, 
but he had never attempted to represent the Mussulmans of Thrace as desir- 
ing a union with Greece. 

M. Venizelos then read a series of observations he had prepared on this 
subject (see Appendix F), He added that he had made complaint to the 
Government at Washington regarding the imputation made against him by 
the American Delegation. 

Mr. White said that the document had been communicated to M. Veni- 
zeios confidentially. M. Venizelos had therefore no right to make any 
communication to Washington on the subject. 

M. Venizelos said that the document had been communicated to him 
by the Chairman of the Council, and he thought he had a right to defend 
himself vis-a-vis the American Government. 

M. Glemengeau said he thought M. Venizelos would have done better 
to reserve his justification for the Council. 

M. Venizelos said that he would withdraw his complaint at Washington. 

M. Venizelos said that in Thrace as claimed by him for Greece there 
were more than five times as many Greeks as Bulgarians. There v/ere, in 
addition, a large number of Greeks in Constantinople and in the districts 
surrounding it. To these he made no claim and he argued that this reinforced 
his claim to the other parts of Thrace. Against the ethnographical argument 
which entirely favoured Greece an economic argument was alleged in favour 
of Bulgaria. He recognised that free access to the sea was one of the principles 
of the Conference. Whenever interests were opposed which could not be 
reconciled, it was necessary to decide which deserved the greater respect. 
The principle of nationality should take precedence over economic considera- 
tions. Bulgaria had excellent ports on the Black Sea. An outlet on the Aegean 

Articles 227-30 of the Treaty of Peace as accepted by the German Delegation which signed 
the Treaty and by the Assembly at Weimar which has ratified it.’ No. 20, minute 7. 
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Sea was not a matter of primary necessity since the opening of the Straits 
would convert the Black Sea into an open sea. The inclusion of Greek 
populations in Greece was however a vital interest. Bulgaria could have 
commercial access to the Aegean either at Dedeagatch or, if this port were 
regarded unsuitable, at Gavalla. Similar rights might be guaranteed to 
Bulgaria as had been guaranteed to other land-locked states. Four states, 
each of them larger than Bulgaria, namely Gzecho-Slovakia, Austria, Hun- 
gary and Poland had been left by the Gonference without direct access to the 
sea. Why should a similar arrangement not be enough for Bulgaria? Poland 
had not been given Dantzig, in order that the nationality of the intervening 
populations should be respected. It had been alleged that the arrangement 
he proposed served Bulgarian purposes well enough in peace, but would not 
suit them in war. He thought this argument operated in his favour. There 
would be no chance for Bulgaria to establish a submarine base on the 
Aegean. Bulgaria was a continental power. Greece was very largely an 
island power. . Should Bulgaria have complete control over a port in the 
Aegean, she could intercept the movements of Greek troops by means of 
submarines. He knew that strategic arguments were not in favour at the 
Gonference but he only used this as a secondary argument and in reply to 
an objection. It was needless to attempt to satisfy Bulgaria. Nothing but 
hegemony in the Balkans would satisfy her. She would undoubtedly attempt 
to upset the settlement made by the Gonference. The only hope for peace in 
the Balkans was to set up her neighbours as ethnic units each individually too 
big to be attacked. It had also been said that the Greeks had left Western 
Thrace. This was true. They had been driven out by the Bulgarians and 
had for live years been refugees in Macedonia and Greece. M. Venizelos 
then read copious extracts from a work entitled ‘Rapports et Enquetes de la 
Commission Inter-alliee sur les violations du droit des gens commises en 
Macedoine orientale par les armees bulgares’. He added that the American 
Red Gross Society which had worked in Eastern Macedonia thoroughly 
corroborated the report of the Interallied Gommission. He argued that it 
was undesirable to entrust to the rule of a nation which could behave in the 
manner illustrated by these extracts, any foreign population whatsoever. 
(M. Venizelos then withdrew.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 
sgth Julg}, igig. 

Appendix E to No. 22 

SOFIA, ie gi decembre igi 8 . 

A Son Excellence Monsieur Elephterios Venizelos. 

President du Gonseil des Ministres de Grece, etc. etc. 

Excellence, 

■ Les soussignes, Turcs-Musulmans, deputes de la Thrace occidentale au Parle- 
ment Balgare, quoique ayant des vues probablement differentes des votres au 
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sujet de I’avenir politique de la Thrace Occidentale, fermement convaincus de 
votre liberalisme, avons recours a vous pour porter a votre coniiaissance les faits 
suivants et vous prier de vouloir bien, rien que pour des raisons humanitaireSs 
intervenir en notre faveur dans le sens que nous vous indiquons. 

Au Chef de la Mission Hellenique a Sophia, le Colonel Mazarakis, nous avons 
deja remis une iettre a ce sujet. Maintenant nous nous permettons de vous faire 
part que nous venons d’adresser une Iettre au General d’Esperey, Commandant 
en chef les Armees Ailiees, ainsi concue : 

SOFIA, le 31 decembre igi8. 

Mon General, 

Les soussignes Turcs Musulmans, deputes de la Thrace Occidentale au Parle- 
ment Bulgare, qualifies par consequent, pour representer cette region, apres nous 
etre feianernent persuades qu’il est tout a fait impossible a nos compatriotes de- 
meurant la-bas de vivre sous le Gouvernement Bulgare, vu le manque total de 
tolerance que les Bulgares montraient et qu’ils montrent encore envers nous, 
comme envers ceux de leurs sujets qui ne sont pas Bulgares de race et a cause des 
vexations et des abus frequents et indignes d’une nation civilisee, qu’ils commet- 
tent, d’accord avec tous ces [? nos] compatriotes de la Thrace Occidentale, avons 
Fhonneur de demander une audience au General Chretien Commandant les 
Troupes Ailiees d’ocdupation en Bulgarie. 

Notre but etait de lui exposer cjue toute la region comprise entre la Mesta, la 
Maritza, la Mer et a peu pres I’ancienne frontiere Turco-Bulgare de 1912, divisee 
en deux prefectures : celle de Gumuldjina (District de Gumuldjina, Isketche, Egri- 
Dere, Dari-Dere, Pachmakli, Ahi-Ghelebi, Kirdja-Ali, Kochikavac, Ortakeui, 
Sofoulou, Fere, Dedeagatch) et celle de Kara-Agatch-Odrin (District de Kara- 
Agatch, Moustaphapacha, Svilengrad, et Dimotika) est habite[e] par une masse 
compacte de Turcs-Musulmans, d’une minorite de Grecs et de quelques Bulgares. 

Nous voulions en outre, au nom de cette majorite ecrasante le prier de vouloir 
bien nous proteger afin que ceux de nos compatriotes de la Thrace Occidentale 
emigres en Turquie puissent librement regagner leurs foyers, et les vexations et 
abus bulgares en Thrace centre nos malheureux compatriotes prissent fin et qu’une 
mesure fut prise au Gongres de la Paix en notre faveur, vu que sans garanties notre 
vie ne serait pas possible sous la domination bulgare. 

N’ayant pas encore ete regus par le General Chretien, nous nous sonmes permis, dans un 
rapport dont copie ci-jointe,^'^ d’exposer la situation de la Thrace Occidentale 
avec statistiques exactes a I’appui que nous lui avons remis et nous nous I’eservions 
de lui demander son intervention pour la protection actuelle de nos compatriotes 
en Thrace. 

Malheureusement les vexations et les abus bulgares vont s' aggravant et se rnultipliani 
chaque jour contre nos compatriotes, une irritation sourde centre les Bulgares se fait 
sentir en Thrace et il ne serait pas improbable qu’elie eclatat un jour ou Pauire 
contre ces oppresseurs. Nous avons plus d’une fois interpelle a la Sobranie les 
Ministres bulgares au sujet de leur administration impossible en Thrace Occi- 
dentale, mais le Gouvernement n’entend donner aucune satisfaction. II est meme 
arrive a vouloir demolir la seule Mosquee turque qui se trouve a Sofia, ce c[ui 
prouve sa tolerance. 

Mon General, au moment oh la guerre mondiale menee pour les principes 
immortels de i’egalite et de la justice vient de finir, au moment ou le Gongres de la 

Not attached to original of this appendix. 



Paix va etablir sous une forme durable ces principes eternels, il ne serait pas juste 
de nous laisser souffrir sous le joug le plus dur et ie plus impitoyable qu’on puisse 
imaginer, sous le joug bulgare. 

En attendant les mesures qui seront prises au Gongres de la Paix a ce sujet et 
qui, nous I’esperons, seront de nature a nous liberer par n’importe quel moyen 
des Buigares; pendant toute la duree de Tarmistice nous vous prions instamment, 
mon General, de prendre une mesure militaire, meme provisoire, pour ameliorer 
noti’e situation qui est intolerable^ 

Une occupation de la Thrace Occidentale par les Troupes Alliees mettrait fin 
a nos maux et previendrait toute agitation qui, comme nous venons de Fexposer, 
est a craindre. 11 serait desirable que des Troupes Helleniques prissent part a 
cette occupation, vii que les Grecs se trouvant en Thrace subissent les memes 
vexations que nous, que les Hellenes se sont toujours montres liberaux envers nous, 
que c’est une nation avec laquelle nous pouvons tres bien nous entendre et qu’iis 
pourraient en meme temps que leurs compatriotes, nous proteger, nous qui nous 
trouvons dans les memes conditions, contre les vexations et les abus des Bulgares. 

Excellence, 

comme nous Firidiquons dans cette lettre il nous serait desirable que, dans 
Favenir, la Thrace Occidentale soit liberee de toute fayon du joug bulgare qui est 
insupportable. 

Mais en attendant la solution qui sera donnee a ce sujet par le Congres de la 
Paix, nous vous prions instamment, Excellence, au nom de tous nos connationaux 
opprimds de faire tout votre possible en faveur de Foccupation que nous demandons 
dans la lettre adressee au General d’Esperey. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

Mehmet Djelal Edhem Rouhi 
Ismail Hakki H. Gafet 

Galim Nouri Haghim 

Tevfik Kemal 

Appendix F to No. 22 

Observation sur la Note en date du 34 juillet du Charge d' Affaires des Etats-Unis d 
Sofia 

1.- — Une petition, portant la signature des deputes musulmans de la Thrace 
occidentale au Sobranie Bulgare, aurait etc presentee k la Gonference demandant 
la cession de cette province par la Bulgarie a la Grece. La plupart de ces deputes 
auraient oppose un dementi olTiciel a cette petition qu’iis n’ont ni signee ni conrme. 

Ce dementi n’a aucune raison d’etre, car la petition qu’il vise n’a jamais exist<^. 

Il ne saurait de quelque maniere que ce soit valoir contre la lettre datee du 
31 decembre 1918 que ces memes deputes adresserent au General Franchet 
d’Esperey et a Monsieur Veniselos pour affirmer que les Musulmans de la Thrace 
occidentale ne pouvaient plus vivre sous ‘le dur et impitoyable joug bulgare et 
solliciter, en attendant d’en etre deiivres’ par ‘n’importe quels moyens’, Foccupation 
de leur pays par des troupes alliees et helleniques. Cette lettre, rev^tue de la 
signature des huits deputes musulmans de la Thrace occidentale, parvint a 
Monsieur Veniselos le 19 fevrier 1919 et fut communiquee par lui, le iendemain 
20 fevrier, a S.E. Monsieur Jules Gambon, President de la Commission de la 
Conference, chargee de Fexamen des questions grecques. De son cote ie General 


Franchet d'Espcrey fit parvenir au Gouvernement Franyais ia rneme lettre a lui 

adressee. 

2. — Monsieur le Charge d’AfFaires des £tats-Unis a Sofia estime que si la 
population musuimane de la I’hrace occidentale avait a choisir entre ie regime 
grec et le regime bulgare eile pref^rerait de beaucoup ce dernier. 

Get avis est en flagrante contradiction avec celui des deputes signataires de la 
lettre du 31 decembre, qui paraissent etre meilleurs juges en la matiere. Dans cette 
lettre, oil ils ont affirme leur desir de voir la Thrace occidentale ‘iiberee de toute 
fagon du joiig buigare qui est insupportable’, ils ont en meme temps declare que 
des Hellenes se sont toujours montres liberaux’ envers eux et qu’ils constituent une 
nation avec laquelle iis peuvent tres bien s’entendre, 

Ge double sentiment est tres ancien chez les musuhnans. Geux qui vivent sous 
la souverainete grecque se sont toujours declares satisfaits de leur sort. Dans une 
etude de M. Franchet d’Esperey, dans la. Revue du monde musulman, 1911, p. 87 
et suivantes, on en trouve la preuve certaine et irrefutable. II en est tout autrement 
des musulmans de Bulgarie et plus specialement de ceux de la Thrace occidentale. 
Leurs deputes au Sobranie ont a plusieurs reprises proteste contre le regime 
bulgare et formule de la tribune du Parlement les plus graves accusations contre les 
autorites civiles et militaires buigares, II en fut notamment ainsi dans des inter- 
pellations retentissantes developpees au Sobranie les 1 1 novembre et 12 decembre 
1917. 11 en fut de meme en decembre dernier. Les deputes musulmans se plaigni- 
rent de ia demolition de la mosquee de Sofia et du caractere oppressifde I’adminis- 
tration bulgare. Menaces, terroi'ises, ils ne purent achever le devdoppement de 
leur interpellation. N’obtenant d’autre part, du Gouvernement bulgare, la 
moindre promesse de satisfaction, ils resolurent de saisir de leurs dolt^ances les 
allies. Le 18 decembre 1918, ils adressdent un rapport au General Chrdien, 
commandant les troupes alliees a Sofia. Ils decrivaient I’oppression bulgare en 
France [? Thrace], sollicitaient le retour dans leurs foyers desmilliers de musulmans 
arbitrairement deplaces par les autorites buigares et reclamaient pour les musul- 
mans la faculte de disposer de leur sort. 

N’ayant reussi a obtenir du Gendal Chretien ni reponse ni audience, ils deci- 
derent de saisir de leur affaire le General Franchet d’Esperey. li lui envoyerent 
la lettre du 31 decembre qu’ils adressdent en meme temps a M. Veniselos, en lui 
disant que, quoiqu’ayant probablement des vues differentes des leurs au sujet de 
I’avenir politique de ia Thrace occidentale, leur conviction dans son iiljeralisrne 
les incitait a le prier de vouloir bien, rien que pour des raisons humanitaires, 
intervenir en leur faveur et appuyer la demande d’occupation de leur pays adressee 
au General Franchet d’Esperey. 

3. — ^routes ces demarches se produisant a Sofia m^me parvinrent necessairement 
a la connaissance du Gouvernement bulgare qui en fut naturellement emu. II 
n’hesita pas a employer de suite la maniere forte pour arreter le scandale et ses 
clesastreux effets : les deput& musulmans furent etroitement surveilies, traques, 
menaces, terrorises. Le President du Conseil, Ministre des Affaires Etrangeres, les 
invita a fournir des explications sur le memoire adresse au Genial Franchet 
d’Esperey. On comprend que les deputes appeles ainsi a se disculper durent 
repondre de maniere evasive, se bomant a dire qu’ils avaient suitout vouiu marquer 
leurs preferences pour la Turquie. L’intervention du Gouvernement leur fut un 
suffisant avertissernent que le sejour k Sofia n’etait pas exempt d’inconvenients et 
ia plupart des deputes s’empressaient de s’en Eloigner. Quelques-ims d’entre eux 
se refugierent a Constantinople. 
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Gependant la nouvelle de la lettre du 31 decembre se repandit hors des milieux 
de la Conference, et ne tarda pas a etre defiguree au point de preter aux deputes 
musulmans de la Thrace occidentale, au lieu du desir de deiivrer leur pays du 
joug bulgare, celui de le voir se reunir a la Grece. La nouvelle ainsi alteree 
meritait im dementi. Les deputes refugies a Constantinople, obliges sans doute 
de tenir compte du point de vue du Gouvernement Ottoman, ne manquerent pas 
de le donner. Le 20 juin dernier, le journal turc paraissant a Constantinople Ikdam 
publiait le texte d’un telegramme adresse au President de la Conference et aux 
Plenipotentiaires des principales Puissances Alliees et Associees par quatre deputes 
musulmans au Sobranie, Kemal, Hachim, Housni et Hadji-Ghafep, dont les deux 
premiers figurent parmi les signataires de la lettre du 31 decembre. D’apres 
V Ikdam ce tdegramme etait ainsi congu: 

‘Nous, soussignes, deputes de Thrace au Sobranie bulgare, opposons un 
dementi a la nouvelle publiee dans la presse grecque, que nous aurions soumis 
un memoire demandant I’annexion de la Thrace a la Grece, et declarons que si, 
comme le pretend cette presse, pareil memoire a ete presente par Monsieur 
Veniselos au Conseil des Cinq, il est absolument apocryphe, car non seulement 
nous n’avons pas soumis pareil memoire, mais nous n’avions ni mandat ni 
quality pour le faire. Nous vous prions de faire etablir la verite par vos Hants 
C'ommissaires a Constantinople, au moyen d’une enqu6te ou de notre interro~ 
gatoire, puisque nous nous trouvons actuellement k Constantinople, et vous 
supplions, au nom de la paix et de la tranquillite des hommes de prendre notre 
demande en consideration.’ 

II est fort possible que ce dementi, qui a du rejouir le Gouvernement Bulgare, 
ait (^te reproduit ou renouvele a Sofia. 

G’est evidemment a ce meme dementi, ainsi divulgue a Sofia, que doit faire 
allusion la note de M. le Charge d’ Affaires des fitats-Unis. 

Mais il est manifeste qu’il ne saurait s’appliquer a la lettre du 31 decembre, qui 
conserve des lors toute sa valeur tant centre la Bulgarie qu’en faveur de la Grece. 

4. — Monsieur le Charge d’ Affaires des fitats-Unis ne s’est pas borne a donner 
une interpretation toute personnelle des sentiments des Musuhnans de Thrace. 
Il a affirm^ comme un fait ‘que les Grecs out depense dans cette region de grosses 
sommes d’argent pour la propagande’. Il y a 1 ^ une accusation gratuite contre 
laquelle le Gouvernement Hellenique s’est empresse de formuler les protestations 
les plus energiques aupres du Secretaire d’£tat k Washington. 

5. — Monsieur le Charge d’Affaires des Etats-Unis estime que I’interpretation 
par lui donnee des sentiments des Musulmans de Thrace serait sans aucun doute 
confirmee par une enquete impartiale ou un plebiscite. 

Pareille consultation eut ete d&irable et possible il y a quelques mois. Monsieur 
Veniselos en avait fait lui-meme la suggestion devant le Conseil Supreme de la 
Conference, dans sa seance du 3 fevi'ier, pour connaitre les preferences de la 
population musulmane entre I’actuel regime bulgare et I’administration hellenique 
qui lui serait substituee. Repondant a une question de Monsieur Lloyd George 
sur les modalites de pareille consultation, M. Veniselos avait propose qu’un 
officier general allie fut charge de voir les deputes de Thrace au Sobranie pour 
leur demander leur opinion a ce sujet. Mais il avait eu soin de recommander d’y 
proceder avec la plus grande discretion, car il etait evident que si le projet de cette 
consultation parvenait a temps a leur connaissance, les Gouvernements Bulgare et 
Turc ne manqueraient pas de mettre tout en mouvement pour influencer ou 
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intirnider les interesses doiit ropinion, cessant d’etre libre, serait des lors privee de 
toute valeur. 

Le danger signale alors s’est realise: ies deux gouvernements ont eu le temps 
d’agir et de prendre leurs precautions. Une consultation impartiale est desormais 
pratiquemeiit impossible. 

Mais elie est, en meme temps, parfaitement inutile, car ies prtferences qu’il 
s’agirait de rechercher entre le regime bulgare et le regime grec, les representants 
legitimes et autorises des Musulmans de Thrace Ies ont librement et clairement 
manifestees dans ieur lettre du 31 decembre. 

Le Gouvernement Bulgare ne saurait, par aucune manoeuvre, infirmer la 
valeur de ce document qui formule en termes accablants i’irrevocable condam- 
nation de sa domination en Thrace. 


No. 23 

H. D. 19.] J\''otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Wednesday, 

# July 30, igig at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. H. White, Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir Ian Malcolm. 

France'. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. : Capt. Chapin. British Empire: Gomdr. Bell. 

France: Capt. A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Goi. A. Jones. 

Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

I . M. Glemenceau stated that he wished the question to be adjourned until 

the following day. The Greeks were engaged in discussions with 
Froruier^ the Italian Delegation and, in addition to this, M. Tardieu was 
required in the Chamber of Deputies. The question was therefore 
adjourned. 

2. Mr. Balfour asked whether this question could be discussed without a 
settlement of the frontier question. 

Clauses for insertion Berthelot admitted that the clauses dealing with 

o ■ Potts, Waterways and Railways were dependent on the 

on Ports Water- Settlement of the Cavalla frontier line. 

ways and Railways Mr. Balfour asked whether it would not be pos.sible to 
accept all the Articles with the exception of Article 24 ’^vliich. 
was dependent on the frontier settlement. 

(It was agreed that the draft clauses for insertion in the Peace Treaty wth 
Bulgaria (Appendix A’") dealing with the question of Ports, Waterways and 
Railways should he accepted with the exception of Article 24 .) 

* Not printed. This appendix contained a report from the Commission on the Inter 
national Regime of Ports, Waterways and Railways, dated June 21, 1919, submitting 36 
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3- M. Fromageot stated that the Commission on New States had submitted 
draft clauses on the subject of the rights of minorities for 
Political Clauses m insertion in the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria (see Appendix B^) . 
Bukaria^^^’ ^ Articles had been drawn up on the basis of those which 
were to be inserted in the Austrian Treaty, with the exception 
of those dealing with the guarantees of the League of Nations. These latter 
were based upon similar provisions in the Polish and other treaties. In 
addition, the Committee had added Articles Nos. 3 and 4 which were not in 
the Austrian Treaty. These laid down obligations on Bulgaria to grant 
rights of Bulgarian citizenship to persons living continuously in Bulgaria, 
despite the fact that they came of foreign parents. The Drafting Committee 
thought that, though Articles 3 and 4 ought to be inserted in Peace Treaties 
with New States whose legislation was as yet unknown, or in the Peace 
Treaties with old States which did not give sufficient guarantees on the 
subject, they were none the less superfluous in the case of Bulgaria, since the 
legislation of that country on the point in question was in conformity with 
that of the most advanced European States. It had therefore been thought, 
that the two articles should be omitted from the text, which was otherwise 
analogous to that prepared by the Committee on New States. In addition 
to this, the latter Committee had left out a clause, by virtue of which the 
Bulgarians would be obliged to raise no obstacle against Bulgarian subjects, 
at present living in territories granted to other countries, opting as to their 
citizenship. The text prepared by the Drafting Committee differed from the 
one drawn up by the Committee on New States, in that articles 3 and 4 had 
been omitted, and an article dealing with the right of option inserted. 

Mr. Balfour stated, that as Bulgaria was an old State, and as its legisla- 
tion was satisfactory on the point in question, there was no use in compelling 
it to modify its statute book. 

M. SciALOjA stated that it had been reported to him, that the Committee 
had not taken up its work, owing to the fact that it was not sure that it was 
competent to deal with the question. It should also be noted, that the disposal 
of Thrace affected a portion of the work of this Committee. 

Mr. Hudson stated that the Committee had been of opinion that articles 
3 and 4 were necessary in Roumanians case, in order that the Jews might be 
protected. In the 1878 Treaty the same rights had not [ffr] been granted to 
the Jewish population as had been given to other citizens. The question was, 
whether the article should be enforced in Bulgarians case. 

Mr. Balfour remarked, that since the clauses had been adopted for such 

clauses which constituted the draft for Part XI of the Treaty of Neuilly (articles 212-48). 
The appendix also contained a supplementary report from the Commission, dated July 28, 
1919. Both reports are printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit,, vol. xi, pp. 100-19 & 131-5. 
Article 24 of the draft clauses was as summarized in No. 20, appendix C. 

2 Not printed. This appendix comprised eight draft clauses which were subsequently 
incorporated, Vv^ith only drafting amendment, in the Treaty of Neuilly as articles 49-55 and 
57. (Article 56 represented the additional clause which the Drafting Committee was directed 
by the Supreme Council to draw up; see the resolution adopted below.) These draft clauses 
are printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 317-20. 
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countries as Poland, Gzecho-Slovakia and Roumania, lie saw no reason 
against their being put into the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria. 

M. Fromageot said that in the Peace Treaty with Austria, although 
clauses had been inserted to protect minorities, no provision had been made 
for special nationalities, since the legislation of the country seemed a sufficient 
guarantee. The clauses were therefore only applicable to countries whose 
legislation was unsatisfactory and to others whose future legislation could not 
be foreseen. Bulgaria had dealt with the question of nationality in a satis- 
factory manner in the past. Was it necessary, therefore, to insert the clause? 
The Council had to decide whether, in spite of her previous legislation, 
Bulgaria was to be classified definitely in one of the two categories. 

Mr. Balfour said that the discussion might be indefinitely prolonged. 
Roumania was an old State, and had the obligations contained in thb 
disputed articles imposed on her. He did not mind whether they were put 
into the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria; but, if a vote were called for, he would 
prefer that Bulgaria should be treated like Roumania and not like Austria. 
(It was therefore decided that the political clauses dealing with the protec- 
tion of minorities, as drafted by the Committee on New States, should be 
accepted. 

It was further decided, that a clause granting the right of option to 
Bulgarian citizens living in territories that had changed their sovereignties, 
should be inserted in the Peace Treaty.) 

(The Drafting Committee was directed to draw up the clause, and to 
insert it in the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria.) 

4. M. Berthelot stated that Marshal Foch had submitted a letter dated 

. 28th July to the President of the Peace Conference on the 
th 7 Baltic^Provinces of the attitude of General von der Goltz, in particular, 

and of the Germans in general in the Baltic Provinces. (See 
Appendix G.) The Marshal had enclosed in his letter a copy of the corre- 
spondence exchanged on the subject with the German Government, together 
with a letter from the British Delegation covering a report from General 
Gough. (See Appendix G.) In submitting his report Marshal F och was asking 
for precise instructions from the Council whether the proposals of the British. 
General, which were supported by Marshal Foch, were acceptable. 

It was decided to inform Marshal Foch that General Gough’s conclusions 
as submitted in Marshal Foch’s letter of the 28 th July were acceptable. 

Marshal Foch was directed to take all measures necessary for putting 
the proposals in question into effect. 

5. At tliis point the naval experts entered the room. 

M. Berthelot, at the request of the President and on behalf 
Enemy wanti/'s Secretariat, read out extracts from the texts of i.c. ‘A’ r 76-, E. 

and G.F. 9o[? 91]. He drew attention to the fact that the texts 
of Sir Maurice Hankey and M. Mantoux were virtually in agreement^ 

Mr. Balfour said that from quotations made in previous Minutes it was 
evident that M. Glemenceau had accurately remembered the discussion of 
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25tli June. 3 It nevertheless seemed that, previous to the Scapa Flow incident, 
the Council of Four had' been uncertain as to the ultimate action to be taken 
with German vessels. The French evidently had desired that they should be 
distributed. The Italians and Japanese did not appear to have been of the 
same opinion. The Scapa Flow incident had then occurred. He did not 
think that it was anybody’s fault, but the incident was none the less regrettable. 
Without attaching blame to the Admiralty it was none the less a fact that the 
German fleet had been sunk in British waters by its own crews. Mr. Lloyd 
George had evidently spoken with great feeling, and had renounced in favour 
of France the British share in any compensation obtainable, at the discussions 
that had followed the incident. On the extracts now before the Council 
M. Glemenceau based his views, which were (i) that no destruction of enemy 
vessels should take place, (2) that England renounced all claims to vessels 
which would have fallen to her share but for the Scapa Flow incident. He 
was entirely in agreement with the second point and thought that England’s 
renunciation musf be admitted. Two important points, however, remained 
undecided : — 

( 1 ) How are enemy ships to be disposed of? 

(2) If division amongst the Allies be decided upon in what proportion 

shall it be made? 

He did not think that Mr. Lloyd George’s remarks could be regarded as a 
statement of a considered policy for the reason that when he made it he 
defined only the French position and made no mention of Italy, Japan or 
America. Even admitting Britain’s claim to be lost, the questions he had put 
forward remained for decision. 

M. SciALOjA stated that Italy had not been represented at the Conference 
on the 24th June. It was probably for that reason that Mr. Lloyd George’s 
remarks had not mentioned Italy. On the 28th June, the matter had been 
discussed and referred to the Council of Admirals. Italy’s position to-day 
was the same as that of France. 

M. Glemenceau asked in what sense the Admirals had reported. 

M. Berthelot replied that all the Admirals had differed, since each one 
upheld the standpoint which he believed to be that of his own country. He 
added that the statements attributed to President Wilson and Mr. Lloyd 
George were capable of being interpreted in the sense that the principle of 
distribution had then been admitted. In support of this, he quoted the phrase 
in which compensation to small Navies had been allowed for, and he also 
drew attention to the fact that President Wilson spoke in several places of 
the division of the enemy fleet. 

M. Glemenceau stated that as the entire matter appeared not to be under- 
stood fully by his colleagues, he wished to make a statement as to the exact 
discussions which had taken place in the Council of Four, and in informal 
conversations preceding the meetings. Mr. Lloyd George had said to him, 
on one occasion, that if all countries could be of one opinion, the sinking of 

3 See No, 21, niinute 2. 
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the Germ an fleet in the open sea, in the presence of the Allied Navies, would 
be a magiiificerit spectacle. He had dissented from this, knowing that the 
French people would desire to have a certain portion of the enemy fleet, 
A similar question had arisen as to the disposal of the enemy submarines, 
Mr, Lloyd George advocating that they should be sunk as their use had been 
illegal. President Wilson had in a way assented to this view. He, M. Glemen- 
ceau, had refused to agree and maintained that the submarines as well as 
the sm'face vessels should be divided, unless all existing submarines were 
destroyed. It was his conclusion from the discussions that a tacit under- 
standing had been reached between Mr. Lloyd George, President Wilson 
and himself to the effect that the enemy vessels should be divided, and not 
destroyed. The Scapa Flow incident had then occurred and Mr. Lloyd 
George had been particularly upset over it owing to the fact that he had 
advocated the sinking of the fleet, and its destruction by the Germans had 
occurred in a British port. The incident would never have aroused such 
feeling had any form of destruction been previously decided upon. The very 
fact that this distribution had been admitted had made the act of voluntary 
destruction by the Germans more keenly felt. In conclusion, he could only 
repeat that it had been decided, that the enemy vessels should be divided, 
and that each ally should take what action it liked with the share allotted to 
it. He was surprised to hear the Italian claim put forward for the first time. 
He admitted it, however, but insisted that, if it were maintained, a pool of 
all enemy vessels should be made and a distribution effected amongst the 
Allies. He still required a report on the Scapa Flow incident. 

Mr. Balfour stated that he had asked for a report from the Admiralty, 
which had replied that it had not received any previous request to forward it. 

Captain Fuller read a telegram confirming Mr. Balfour’s statement. 

M. Glemengeau stated that the discussion could be proceeded with after 
the report had been placed before the Council. He pointed out, however, 
that the question of the disposal of the remainder of the enemy fleet must 
be settled. 

Mr. Balfour asked what was the American point of view on this subject. 

Mr, White answered that he had not been acquainted by President 
Wilson with the discussions which had been referred to, but he always 
believed that the United States advocated the sinking or destruction of the 
warships. He added that it was impossible for him to agree to any decision 
until he had consulted President Wilson by telegram. 

M. Berthelot then pointed out that the minutes of April 25th (i.c. ‘A’ 
[i] 76 -E.) indicated that President Wilson’s views on the disposal of the sub- 
marines, and the surface vessels, differed. 

M. Glemengeau stated that he would agree to submit to President Wilson 
any proposal which might be put forward, but that he would never agree to 
the sinking or destruction of the warships. 

Mr. Balfour then stated that the quotations from previous minutes of the 
Council were not sufficient authority for him to act upon; and that he pro- 
posed to send a telegram to Mr. Lloyd George asking for further instructions. 
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Mr. White and Mr. Polk said that they would send a telegram in the 
same terms to President Wilson. 

' M. Matsui said that he would ask Baron Makino to give him a statement 
of his impressions of the conversations that had been quoted. 

(It was agreed that the discussion should he adjourned until the British 
and American Representatives should have communicated with their 
Governments.) ■ 


6. M. Glemengeau stated that Mr. White had proposed the following 
Resolution : — 

Supreme Council has 
granted an additional delay of one week to the Austrians 
for submitting their answer to the Conditions of Peace handed to them on 
July aoth, it is suggested that the Secretary-General be requested to 
instruct the various committees dealing with Hungarian matters to take 
up and finish their reports for the Hungarian Treaty. 

(The draft Resolution was agreed to.) 


7. Mr. Berthelot stated that the Delegation of the Yugo-Slav State had 
Request of Serbian ^ letter dated 28th July to the President of the Peace 

Delegation to be heard by. Conference asking to be heard on the subject of the 
the Supreme Council on Financial and Reparation clauses in the Peace Treaty 
the Financial and Repara- with Bulgaria (see Appendix D'^). 

iton Clauses of the Treaty Glemenceau said it seemed difficult to refuse the 

with Bulearia - , 

* request. 

M. SciALOjA drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the situation 
had changed since the letter had been sent. The Serbians had been given 
audience by the Committee, and had submitted a memorandum. This latter 
had been examined, and two requests out of the three had been acceded. 
The requests had been (i) that they should be given cattle to compensate 
their losses in livestock; (2) that they should have the right to recover movable 
property carried into Bulgaria; (3) that they should take part in the delibera- 
tions of the Inter-Allied Reparation and Finance Committees in Bulgaria, 
The first tw^o proposals had been granted but the third had been disallowed, 
since it would have created a precedent. Had it been granted, it would have 
been difficult to refuse similar requests made by other States, and endless 
disputes would have arisen. 

It v/as decided to accede the requests of the Yugo-Slav Delegation with 
regard to livestock and movable property. 

The Drafting Committee was directed to insert clauses to that efiect in. 
the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria. 

It was further decided to disallow the request with regard to Yugo-Slav 
participation in the deliberations of the Inter- Allied Committees on 
Reparation and Finance. 

Not printed. In this letter M. Pasid stated : ‘These drafts do not take into account our 
most justified claims, which has caused a painful surprise to our Delegation.’ 
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It was decided finally to refuse the request for audience of the Yugo- 
slav Beiegation, aii.<i the Secretary-General was instructed to notify them 
to that effect.® 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

July 30, igig. 


Appendix G to No. 23 

Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, 

Headquarters Staff, 

3rd Section, No. 3581, 

General Headquarters. 

28th July, igi8 [iic] 

From Marshal Foch, Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies. 

To the President of the Council and of the Peace Gonfereace, 


I have the honour to enclose copies, (1) of my correspondence with the German 
Government, through the Armistice Commission, on the subject of the withdrawal 
of the German troops from the Baltic Provinces, (2) of the letter from the British 
Delegation forwarding a report from Genei'al Gough. 

The replies of the German Government, and the British report, referred, doubt- 
less, to the interview which General Gough stated that he had had, on the 19th, 
with General von der Goltz. On the other hand, whilst the German representative 
considers that the result of the interview must be considered satisfactory to. the 
Entente, General Gough remarks that the claims of Genera! von der Goltz cannot 
be admitted, and that the German General, obviously supported by his own 
Government, is pursuing a policy of subterfuge and intrigue in the Baltic Provinces. 
General Gough’s report therefore concludes : — 

that Von, der Goltz should be immediately recalled : 

that the withdrawal of the German troops should begin without delay, and 
should be started by sea (the British Admiralty will lurnish transport) : 
that the German authorities should be forced to submit their plan of withdrawal 
before the 5th August, and to carry it out before the 20th August: 
that the Germans should be prevented from establishing depots of war material 
in Latvia or Lithuania, and that they should be called upon to give all 
information necessary on the positions of supply depots and munitions stocks 
hitherto moved by them: 

that all fresh German troops should be refused entrance into Latvia. 


® On July 31, I gig, the Secretariat General of the Peace Conference circulated a noti- 
fication to delegations that the above decision had been annulled and an alternative resolu- 
tion adopted. This new resolution is inserted in the filed original in the following terms: 

Tt was decided that a report of the Economic Gonrmission be awaited I'egarding t!ic 
requests of the Serbo-Croat-Siovene Delegation on the subject of livestock, moveable 
property, and representation on the Inter-Allied Gomraittees on Reparation and Finance. 

‘The decision to refuse the rec^uest for audience of the above-mentioned Delegation was 
maintained, and the Secretary-General was instructed to notify them to that effect.’ 
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I support these proposals, and think, especially, that a time limit should be 
given to German intrigues, by giving them a definite day within which they must 
withdraw from the Baltic Provinces. I should be much obliged if you will inform 
me of the decisions taken on this subject, in order that I may give all the necessary 
instructions to the Armistice Commission, as requested by the British Delegation. 

Fogh. 


Enclosure i 


Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, 

3rd Section, 

General Headquarters, 

13th July, iQig. 

Copy of Telegram. 

From the Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies. 

To General Nudant, President of the G.I.P.A, at Cologne. 

JVb. 3341. 


Firstly, in conformity with instructions received from the Allied and Associated 
Governments, General Gough has entered into communication with the German 
Commander in the Baltic Provinces in order that all cpiestions arising out of the 
withdrawal of the German troops from these regions may be settled. 

I am informed: — 


(<z) That the Germans refuse to evacuate Latvia, until such time as German 
interests shall have been guaranteed. 

{b) That they refuse to recognise the Ulmanis Cabinet. 

{c) That they refuse to withdraw by sea. 

Secondly, this information shows that the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces is 
deliberately retarded, and that the situation in Latvia is thereby rendered most 
difficult. 

Thirdly, under the above conditions, I beg that you will inform the German 
Government: — 

(<t) That the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces must not be delayed longer than 
may be necessary to obtain the necessary transport. 

{b) That the constitution of the Government of Latvia has nothing to do with 
the question of German withdrawal. 

(r) That this withdrawal must be effected as rapidly as possible by sea and by 
land, since the Naval Armistice Committee has given the necessary 
authorisation. 

{d) That in their withdrawal the German troops must commit no action of 
destruction, more particularly with regard to telegraph wires. 

Fourthly, you must insist that the German Commander shall enter into direct 
communication %vith General Gough, with a view to settling all questions arising 
out of the withdrawal of the German troops. 


Weygand. 


Enclosure 2 


Gommander-in~Gliief of the Allied Armies, 

3rd Section, 

20th July, igig. 

Copy of Telegram. 

From the Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, 

To General Nudant, President of G.I.P.A., Cologne. 

No. 3434. 

Firstly: The Head of the British Delegation at the Peace Conference informs me, 
that General von der Goltz has no knowledge of the powers given to General 
Gough by the Entente. 

Secondly: Repeat the instructions contained in my former telegrams to the 
German Armistice Committee, and order them to give the necessary orders to the 
German Commander in the Baltic Regions without delay. 

Fogh. 


Enclosure 3 

Dusseldorf, 24th July, igig. 

A.A.I. No. 4348. 

From the Representative of the German Government. 

To the President of the G.I.P.A. 

In the name of the German Government I have the honour to reply to your 
letter of the 21st July, No. 1445/G, that the letter of Marshal Foch, dated 20th 
July, has been virtually replied to by the verbal negotiations entered into by the 
German chargti d’affaires and General von der Goltz and General Gough. My 
Government refers to the reply sent to your letter of the 14th July, No. 1414/8. 
(See my note under to-day’s date, A.A.I. No. 4349.) I have learnt from Berlin 
that my telegram of roth July, transmitting your note No. 1389/8 has not yet 
reached the Foreign Office. This explains the fact that no instructions have been 
given to Count von der Goltz. 

Waghendorf. 

Enclosure 4 

Dusseldorf, 24th July, rgig. 

A.A.I. No. 4349. 

From the German Government Representative. 

To the President of the Inter-Allied Armistice Committee. 

Subject : Evacuation of Latvia. 

In the name of the German Government I have the honour to reply to your 
letter of the 14th July No. 1414/0(1), as follows: 

The letter of the Marshal on the subject of the evacuation of Latvia, has virtually 
been answered by the result of the verbal negotiations entered into, at Mitau, 
between the German chai'ge d’affaires and Count Goltz on the one part, and 
General Gough and the other representatives of the Entente on the other part. 
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With regard to the details of Marshal Foch’s letter, I beg to refer to the afore- 
said discussions. With regard to the general subject of the letter, I offer the 
following remarks : 

With regard to Paragraph i. After the danger which at present threatens 
German subjects and German property in Latvia has been withdrawn as a result 
of General Gough's promises, the evacuation of Latvia will be carried out without 
delay. 

With regard to Paragraph 2. The nature of the Government of Latvia has 
always been considered by Germany as a matter of internal Latvian politics, in 
which the German Government cannot interfere. The formation of a new Cabinet 
in Latvia has therefore no connection with the question of German withdrawal 
from Latvia. 

With regard to Paragraph 3. The evacuation of Latvia will be carried out as 
fast as possible. It will probably not be possible to use sea transport for troops in 
view of the situation at Libau. 

With regard to Paragraph 4. Your [w] military authoiities have been instructed 
that no damage to Latvian property must be effected during the evacuation. 

Wachendorf. 

Enclosure 5 

British Delegation. Paris, 25th July, igig. 

To General Weygand. 

My dear General, 

I enclose herewith, for Marshal Foch’s information, a copy of a cipher telegram 
dated 21st July from General Gough. 

I refer it to Marshal Foch, asking him to be so good as to communicate on the 
subject with the German Armistice Committee; whilst I obtain an undertaking 
from the British Admiralty that transports for the withdrawal of German troops, 
as proposed by General Gough, shall be obtained. 

Yours sincerely, 

W. Thwaites. 

Enclosure 6 

Telegram from General Gough, Reval, to Mr. Balfour. 

D. 01.18 July 2rst, 1919. 

R. 16,00 July 2 1 St, 1919. 

H.G, 53 July 20th. 

FariL 

Von der Goltz made following statements and admissions at a meeting on 
July igth:— 

A. That he had not received instructions to deal with me and that any informa- 
tion given was unofficial. 

B. That (?) even if all passenger traffic was stopped on railway lines the evacua- 
tion of Latvia w'ould take 74 days. 

G. That he had brought fresh troops from Germany recently to guard railway, 

D. That Libau was evacuated for military reasons, 
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E. That he would not evacuate by sea except 600 men from Windau if we 

arranged tonnage. 

F. That as liis evacuation depended on how soon rolling stock could be brought 
from Germany no date would be given for commencement. 

G. That as Mitau was an important railway junction and must be held until all 
of his troops had gone he could not evacuate it at once. 

H. That practically all munitions and stores had been evacuated. 

J. That his men had been promised to [jfc] land in Latvia and they considered 
themselves citizens of Latvia and he could not answer for consequences if those 
who wished to remain in Lat\da were not allowed to do so. 

My observations on above are as follows : — 

A. That Von der Goitz had been notified to deal direct with me and as further 
prevarication was useless Von der Goitz wished to satisfy himself as to my attitude 
on various questions especially with regard to allowing German troops to remain 
in Latvia. 

B. That an evacuation which when it commences will take 74 days is prepos- 
terous and is solely intended to keep troops in Latvia until the harvest gathered 
and in hopes that one of his numerous intrigues will afford him the required loop- 
hole to interfere. 

G. That Von der Goitz has carried out coup d’etats before and unless quickly 
removed is in a position to carry out another in Baltic States. That we are dealing 
with reckless men promised much in Latvia who as recently as June i6th attempted 
a coup d'etat against the Esthonians after Von der Goitz had pledged his word that 
he had no intention of any further advance northwards. See (?) my telegram 

H.G. 49® of July loth. 

D. That military situation on no front justifies arrival of fresh German troops 
and therefore there is no valid excuse for such action. 

Pa r t II. 

E. That Libau was evacuated because there would have been no possible 
excuse for not evacuating by sea if Germans had remained. Von der Goitz quitted 
Libau when ships were promised- (See my telegram H.G. 49'^ July loth.) 

F. That after many evasions we forced Von der Goitz by reference to War 
Office cable 79069 June 19th to admit that Windau should have been evacuated 
already and rather than force a final issue now to promise to allow 600 to go. 

G. That Von der Goitz has no intention of surrendering Mitau and giving up 
control of railways Mitau-Windau, Mitau-Libau, Mitau-Riga, Mitau-Jacob- 
staclt. That he is in a position to take advantage of any political crisis which his 
continued presence in the country is certain to foment and overrun Latvia at any 
moment. That as long as he remains at Mitau he controls all railways thus 
paralysing peaceful circulation and restoration of order and if such a state of affairs 
continues for 3 months grave trouble is to be expected in present excited state of 
the lately liberated Letts by hatred of their late oppressors. 

H. That stores and munitions ready to be used at any moment have been parked 
in. rearj hasty evacuation being necessary because under Article 109'^ these would 
have become foi’feit. 

J. That Von der Goitz is now in position supported by certain Russian troops 
eq uipped and paid by Germans to offer, in return for rights of colonization, Latvia 

^ See Vol. HI of this series. 

’ Apparently in error for article 169, the reference being to the Treaty of Versailles. 



and Esthonia to restored Russia. To deal with situation I request you to cable 
German Government in substance as follows : — 

1. All German forces in Latvia are to evacuate Latvia by sea. Evacuation to be 

assisted and expedited in every possible way by Allied naval and military 
mission under General Gough. 

2. Evacuation of German force will be by barge from Mitau to Diinamunde at 

mouth of river Dwina north of Riga, 

3, Evacuation to be completed by August 20th. 

4, Further entrance into Latvia is forbidden to German troops, 

5. That unless permission is obtained from Allied Mission removal of any war 

material from its present position in Latvia or Lithuania is forbidden and 
that mission should be furnished at once with list of location of all stores 
and munitions already moved. 

6, That in order that I may arrange transport German plan of evacuation as in 

paragraph 2 is to be submitted to me as Chief of Allied Missions before 
August 5th. 

In conclusion I point out — 

A. That to allow Von der Goltz to carry out his present proposals for evacuation 
will render any peaceful solution in Baltic States impossible for 3 months and 
before the winter commences to close the ports to our navy. 

B. As proposed by me there is no reason why the evacuation should not be 
completed in 3 weeks and under the eye of the British Navy if necessary. The 
feared pillage and arson of the undisciplined Germans evacuated by land will be 
avoided and looting will be impossible. 

No. 24 

H. D. 20.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d^Orsay, Paris ^ on Thursday, 

July 31, 1919, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H, White, Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon, A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. li. Norman, 
Sir Ian Malcolm, 

France: M, Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M, Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Chapin. British Empire: Captain 
Abraham, France: Captain A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Col. A. Jones. 
Interpreter: Professor P, J. Mantoux. 

I. M, Tardieu explained the report of the Central Committee on territorial 

Frontiers of regarding the frontiers of Bulgaria in the south. He 

Bulgaria <^he divergent points of view of the American and Italian 

Delegations on the one hand and of the British, French and 
Japanese Delegations on the other (see App. A to H. D. 12^). If he were 
asked to argue his own point of view, he would argue it on three grounds — 
^ No. 16. 
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ethnological, political and moral. If Western Thrace were not given to 
Greece, 92,000 Greeks would be excluded from the Hellenic Kingdom. As 
the exclusion of Western Thrace from Greece would be followed by the 
exclusion of Eastern Thrace another 145,000 Greeks would be denied Greek 
citizenship. In the whole of Thrace, north and west of the Enos-Midia line 
there were 237,000 Greeks. In any case 1,835,000 Greeks would remain out- 
side Greek Sovereignty. Unless Thrace were made Greek the Treaty which 
claimed an ethnological basis would leave more than 2 million persons of 
Greek race subject to non-Greek States. The whole Greek race only numbered 
7 millions. This was a paradoxical result of a policy which claimed to be 
based on nationalities. It also appeared to him to be quite unjust. Greece no 
doubt would receive a good many things butif Bulgaria obtained free access to 
the Aegean, obvious difficulties would ensue for the Greeks. Their communi- 
cations with the Islands and with Asia Minor could very easily be intercepted, 
especially in time of war. Greece had taken the side of the Allies in the war of 
her own free will. She had incurred a war debt of 2 ^ billion francs, borrowed 
no doubt from the Allies, but most States after all were in a similar condition. 
She deserved some consideration for the part she had played in the war. It was 
sometimes said that Western Thrace belonged to Bulgaria in law and in right. 
When the Treaty of San Stephano was signed in 1878, it was made accord- 
ing to the wishes of Russia which at that time was entirely pro-Bulgarian. 
The frontier laid down by that Treaty was almost the same as that proposed 
by the French, British and Japanese Delegations. Bulgaria had obtained 
Western Thrace by the Treaty of Bucharest. It was argued that if M. Veni- 
zelos raised no claim to it then, he had forfeited any claim to it now. This 
was not so, for at that time M. Venizelos was ready to do anything to establish 
the Balkan League. He had failed in this and after him the Allied Powers 
had also failed. It was clear that the Bulgarians would not be pleased, but 
nothing would please them save the establishment of Bulgarian authority 
over 9 million people, only 4 million of whom would be Bulgarian. It was 
not right to say that Bulgaria would be very harshly treated in this Treaty. 
Germany, by the terms imposed on her, lost one fifth of her population. 
Bulgaria, according to the terms proposed would only lose one eighteenth. 
The other clauses were not very severe. She was asked to pay 2-|- billion 
francs, but on easy terms which could be made even more easy by the 
Reparations Commission. Moreover her debt to Germany was abolished, 
a provision which had not been made in favour of any other enemy State. 
Though she lost access to the Aegean Sea, she still preserved access to the 
Black Sea and to the Danube and the opening of the Straits would be to her 
advantage. The restitution clauses were also light. For instance, she was to 
restore to Greece only 1,500 milch cows out of 4,500 taken, 2,200 horses out 
of 9,000, 1,800 oxen out of 19,000 and 6,000 sheep and goats out of 260,000. 
He saw no partieuiar advantage in offering Bulgaria a premium on aggres- 
sion, violence and crime. The Bulgarians had no right to keep the fruits of 
the robbery committed by them in 1913 and again in 1915 with the help of 
Turkey, especially if to do this, 300,000 Greeks were to be kept out of Greece 
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and as a final result 34% of the Greek race were to be kept under alien 
domination. 

Mr. White said that M. Tardieu had made constant allusion to Eastern 
Thrace. He understood^ however, that Western Thrace was the subject 
under discussion. The main point was whether or not Bulgaria should have 
access to the Aegean Sea. Mr. White then made the following statement : — 

Tn regard to the statement by M. Venizelos before the Supreme Council 
on July 29th, 2 it need only be said that the statement contained no argu- 
ments which the American delegation has not heard repeatedly and 
weighed carefuUy, unless exception be made of his references to the tele- 
gram of the American Charge d’Affaii’es at Sofia and his quotations from 
the American Red Gross report on Bulgarian atrocities. As for the telegram 
(wliich I may remark parenthetically contained no charges of any nature 
against M. Venizelos or his Government, but merely referred to an active 
Greek propaganda, and large expenditures of funds in the district, without 
implication as to the source of either), it must be admitted that M. Veni- 
zelos^ suggestion that the eight Mussulman Deputies merely denied that 
they had asked for Greek sovereignty, but did not repudiate the document 
upon which he places so much weight, does not carry conviction. Our 
information is explicit and unequivocal to the effect that they denied fore- 
knowledge of any such document and declared their signatures thereto to 
be forgeries. However, we do not care to stress this point, as even were it 
valid the American Delegation would not give it much weight as a reliable 
indication of the real sentiments of the mass of the Mohammedan popula- 
tion in Western Thrace. We merely point out that one of the chief 
arguments presented by the Greek Committee in support of their finding 
rests on evidence which, to express it mildly, needs verification. 

‘As regards the long reading of citations of Bulgarian atrocities, we fail 
to see the relation between Bulgarian atrocities committed in one place 
and the dra^ving of frontiers in another. If I thought such arguments valid, 
I might read at length the descriptions of Greek atrocities contained in the 
well known Carnegie Report^, and cite them in support of the American 
opinion that Western Thrace should not be given to the Greeks. The 
American opinion, however, rests on no such feeble basis. It is founded 
on certain facts which are not subject to dispute on certain principles which 
have guided this Conference in its labours hitherto, and on one and only 
one ambition: namely, to contribute loyally and unselfishly to the great 
end we all have in view: — a just and enduring peace in Europe. 

‘There is here no question of giving territory to Bulgaria. The only 
question before the Council is : shall we take territory away from Bulgaria 
and give it to Greece? 

‘It is not denied that Bulgaria had a good and valid title to this territory 
when she entered the present war. She acquired it not by conquest, but 
^ See No. 22, minute 9. 

^ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: /HferMifwwa/ Commission to 

Inquire into ih$ Causes and Conduct of the Balkan (Washington, 1914). 
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tlirougli a peace imposed upon her when she was beaten and helpless. 
Greece and her AllieSj although' conquerors, saw the wisdom of according 
to vanquished Bulgaria an outlet to the Aegean Sea. What was wise in 
1913 is doubly wise in 1919, when we are endeavouring, more earnestly 
than ever before, to prepare a peace which will endure. 

Bulgaria’s legal title to Bulgarian Thrace does not admit of discussion, 
what are the grounds upon which -we are asked to deprive her of this terri- 
tory and hand it over to Greece? Certainly no serious argument for such 
procedure can be based on ethnic grounds. It is scarcely open to doubt 
that following the cession of this territory to Bulgaria, and before Bulgaria 
entered the war, the Bulgarian population outnumbered the Greek popula- 
tion, while Turks constituted, as always, the overwhelming majority. It 
does not invalidate this fact to argue that many Greeks were atrociously 
expelled from tlie region. When we remember that according to M. Veni- 
zelos’ own figures there were, before the Balkan wars, only 70,000 Greeks 
in the area as against 60,000 Bulgars, we must admit that, expulsions or no 
expulsions, the feeble Greek superiority in numbers must inevitably give 
place to a Bulgar superiority as soon as the territory was ceded to Bulgaria. 
Greece knew, when she agreed to give Western Thrace to Bulgaria, that 
with the incoming Bulgarian administration, the development of Bulgarian 
commercial interests at- the ports and elsewhere, and the migration of 
Bulgarians from new Greek territory into this new Bulgarian territory, the 
Greek population would most certainly and altogether naturally drop to 
third place in the proportion of races. In such a case, evidence as to 
atrocities and expulsions becomes wholly irrelevant. The vital fact remains 
that in any case the valid occupation of the region by Bulgaria must 
inevitably have brought about the ethnic preponderance in Bulgaria’s 
favour which actually intervened. 

‘Nor do we believe that there is reliable evidence to show that the 
Turkish majority of Western Thrace prefers Greek to Bulgar rule. Many 
of these Turks speak Bulgarian as their native tongue, while comparatively 
few of them speak Greek. In the absence of convincing evidence to the 
contrary, it is natural to assume that this population would be better off 
under the government of those who speak their own language. The 
evidence to the contrary thus far presented is at least open to suspicion, 
and is offset by the declarations of the Chief of the Mohammedan. Church 
in Bulgaria to the effect that his people preferred to be left under Bulgar 
rule. Assuredly we cannot find in the principle of seif-deterniination any 
sound argument in favour of annexing Bulgarian Thrace to Greece. 

‘Is it sought to take this territory from Bulgaria and give it to Greece as 
a punishment for Bulgaria’s action in joining our enemies? If this be the 
pretext for the proposed annexation, we must observe that while the 
wisdom and the method of administering punishment may be matters for 
discussion, there can be no doubt of the fact that punitive annexations of 
territory arc in flagrant contradiction with the principles upon which we 
agreed to make peace in Europe, and with the principles which have 



liithertQ guided the deliberations of this Conference. The honour of the 
Entente will be gravely compromised if in order to punish an enemy and 
to pay a friend we take from the one and give to the other territory to 
which only the present possessor has a valid legal, ethnic and economic 
title. Never has the American Government approved territorial changes 
for punitive reasons; and it cannot now adopt a principle of procedure so 
fraught with danger to the future peace of the world. 

The fact that Germany, Austria, and Hungary are being deprived of 
large tracts of territory does not constitute a reason for taking territory 
from Bulgaria. In the first place the cases are not analogous, for Germany 
and Austria-Hiiiigary had long been wrongfully annexing territory from 
their neighbours, whereas Bulgaria has recently been defeated and had 
stripped from her such territories as her neighbours saw fit to appropriate. 
In the very nature of events less remained to Bulgaria which can rightfully 
be taken from her; and the American Delegation has, in fact, agreed to 
deprive her of small areas at four different places along her frontiers. But 
far more important is the fact that all territories taken from Germany, 
Austria and Hungary were taken for valid reasons, and in the interests 
of justice and future peace. Such reasons do not exist in the case of 
Western Thrace, and we do not believe that to take this territory from 
Bulgaria would be in accord with justice or in the interest of a future 
peace. 

‘On the contrary, we believe that to deprive Bulgaria of Western Thrace 
is to cut her off from her only direct and convenient territorial access to 
the Aegean Sea, to inflict upon her a loss of territory which cannot be 
justified by the principles according to which we stand pledged to execute 
this peace, will be to render impossible the conciliation of the Balkan 
peoples, to sow the seeds of future trouble in South-Eastern Europe, and 
seriously to endanger the edifice of peace we have laboured so long and 
painfully to construct. It is for this reason that the American Delegation 
is unable to accept the proposal of the Greek Committee, and for this 
■ reason that its representatives on the Central Territorial Commission have 
recommended the formula contained in the Report of that Commission 
as submitted to the Supreme Council.’ 

Mr. Balfour said that as he took a different view to that expressed by 
Mr. White, he thought he had better make a statement. He felt that he need 
not add much to the very clear explanation given by M. Tardieu. He 
accepted the general proposition that a punitive adjustment of frontiers was 
wrong. Nevertheless, when other circumstances balanced one another evenly 
it had been the practice of the Conference to give the benefit of the doubt to 
friends rather than to foes. If he were forced to appeal to this practice he 
would do so, but in this case he thought that the theoretical merits lay 
entirely on the side advocated by M. Tardieu. It was clearly both wrong 
and inexpedient to allow nations which embarked on aggressive and acquisi- 
tive wars to find this practice pay. In the whole war there had been no action 
more cynical and more disastrous than that undertaken by the Bulgarians, 
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Had the Bulgarians not behaved as they had, Turlcey would not have 
entered the war; the disastrous Gallipoli Campaign would not have taken 
place ; the war would have ended years sooner, and needless suffering would 
have been saved. The most plausible objection raised was that if Western 
Thrace were taken from Bulgaria a lasting peace in the Balkans would be 
jeopardised. Bulgaria, if she obtained Southern Dobrudja, which he hoped 
she would, woukl actually be larger than before the war. Mr. White had 
avoided any mention of the Greeks in Eastern Thrace. This question, how- 
ever, was intimately connected with that of Western Thrace. If it was 
desirable that the Greeks in Eastern Thrace should be included within the 
limits of Greece, the attribution of Western Thrace to Greece was a means 
to that end. He had been rather shocked at Mr. White’s theory about 
massacre. Mr. White appeared ready to accept the results of massacres with 
great equanimity. The American Delegation had been greatly influenced 
by the theory that every country should have direct access to the sea. He 
could not believe, however, that it was good policy to allow Bulgaria to 
retain territory obtained from Turkey as a bribe for declaring war on us. 
In any case, Dedeagatch was not the only port which could serve Bulgarian 
ends. The opening of the Straits added greatly to the value of Bulgarian 
ports on the Black Sea. The value of the opening of the Straits could be 
inferred from the outcry there would have been in Bulgaria had the Straits 
been open before the war and had the result of war closed them for Bulgarian 
traffic. In any case the port of Dedeagatch had never been and would never 
be a good port. He hoped that the arrangements that were to be made at 
Salonika or Gavalla would suit Bulgarian purposes far better. For these 
reasons he supported M. Tardieu. He might also quote the earlier views of 
the American Delegation. These views had changed while the views of the 
other Delegations had not. 

M. Tardieu said that he would like to make a brief reply to some of 
Mr. White’s remarks. It was probable that the real value of the letter written 
by the Mohommedan Deputies of Western Thrace could never be estimated. 
At a time when Thrace was not occupied by the Bulgarians these Deputies 
had written to General Franchet d’Esperey. Since the Bulgars had occupied 
the country the signatories had felt impelled to recant. It was reasonable to 
believe that their first mood was more sincere than the second. 

M, Glemengeau suggested that perhaps neither was sincere. 

M. Tardieu said that the argument that because the Turks in Western 
Thrace spoke Bulgarian, they would prefer a Bulgarian to a Greek Go\’-ern- 
ment, was not to be relied on. Experience had disproved this many times. 
As to the diminution of population as a result of massacres, it could, hardly 
be maintained that this should redound to the advantage of the authors of 
the massacres. He did not suggest that a punitive territorial arrangement 
should be made, but he did not think that it was good morality to recompense 
the Bulgarians for wrong doing. As to the legality of Bulgaria’s title to 
Western Thrace, he would point out that Roumania’s title to Southern 
Dobrudja was equally good, yet the American Delegation wished to restore 
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South Dobrudja to Bulgaria. The same legal argument could not justify the 
retention of Western Thrace by Bulgaria and the cession to her of Southern 
Dobrudja. If Bulgaria were given Southern Dobrudja, Eastern and Western 
Thrace and were only asked to contribute two and a half billion francs, this 
would amount to an invitation to begin again. As to a lasting peace, when 
Bulgaria possessed Western Thrace she was not prevented from embarking 
on an aggressive war. She was not more or less likely to do so after being- 
deprived of it. 

M. Tittoni said that the population in Western Thrace was mainly 
Turkish and Greek. In Eastern Thrace to the south it was Greek and to the 
north Bulgarian. Assuming, therefore, the Enos-Midia line to be a line 
beyond which neither Bulgaria nor Greece could extend, he thought that a 
line dividing Eastern Thrace according to the national distribution of the 
population would be the most satisfactory. 

M. Tardieu said that in 1913 when the Bulgars possessed Dedeagatch 
they had wearied all the chancellories of Europe to obtain Gavalla, as they 
considered Dedeagatch an inadequate harbour. It was unlikely that if left 
with this port only they would be satisfied. 

M. Laroche observed that they had gone to war to obtain Gavalla. 

M. Tittoni said that if they had had Gavalla they would have made war 
to obtain Salonika. 

M. Glemengeau said that according to M. Tittoni’s plan Adrianople 
would be Bulgarian instead of being either Greek or part of the territory of 
Constantinople. 

M. Tittoni said that Adrianople was on the line of demarcation between 
the Bulgarian and Greek populations. It might be assigned to either. This 
was a question for the experts to decide. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Italian Delegation had ever made this 
proposal in the Commissions. 

M. Tittoni said that the Italians had always supported the American 
view. 

Mr. Coolidge observed that the railway to Dedeagatch had been snatched 
from Bulgaria by Turkey after her defeat by the Greeks and Serbs. At that 
time the Great Powers had protested very strongly, and among them Great 
Britain. 

M. Tittoni corroborated this statement. 

Mr. White explained that he was not so hard-hearted as Mr. Balfour had 
made him appear. He thought that the Greeks had withdrawn from ¥/estern 
Thrace rather because they feared massacre, than because they had suffered 
it Doubtless the Bulgarians would withdraw from any territory invaded by 
Greeks as a consequence of similar apprehensions. In the East fluctuations 
of population commonly had this cause. As to Dedeagatch, lie thought it 
could be converted into a good port. Access to the Mediterranean from a 
port in the Black Sea was obviously more circuitous and less desirable. He 
xvished to state that at the instance of his colleagues he had communicated 
with President Wilson and explained the difficulty in which the Council 
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found itself. President Wilson, as a possible way out of the difficulty, had 
suggested the following: — 

‘Bulgaria recognises the right of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers to transfer to the proposed International State of Constantinople 
the territory of Bulgarian Thrace as herein defined, and agrees to 
accept and co-operate in the effectuation of such transfer whenever it is 
made.’ 

M. Glemenceau said that if the territory of the future State of Constanti- 
nople were increased to this extent, its attribution to any mandatory power 
would become impossible. There might be agreement if only Constantinople 
and the Straits were in question, but he saw no chance if large territories 
were added. 

M. Tardieu said that internationalised states had been invented for a 
definite general advantage. The State of Constantinople was considered 
desirable in order to safeguard the freedom of the Straits. If a large hinter- 
land, including Thrace, were added to it, the result would be that it would 
include 760,000 Turks, 650,000 Greeks, and 75,000 Bulgars. On what pretext 
could a mass of 650,000 Greeks at the very frontier of Greece be made subject 
to another State? This would clearly be contrary to the principle of nation- 
ality adopted by the Conference. He thought perhaps the^^experts might 
attempt to work out M. Tittoni’s idea. 

M. Tittoni said that his proposal was based entirely on ethnographical 
considerations. 

M. Glemenceau said that in his opinion it was impossible to dissociate 
Eastern and Western Thrace. 

Mr. White said that he could not decide without further reference to 
President Wilson. 

M. Tardieu said that the future State of Constantinople could be easily 
imagined if it were restricted to the Straits, the Sea of Marmora and the 
populations who made their living by the sea, but if large territories were 
added to it, and Adrianople and Xanthi had to be administered as well, the 
task would be impossible. 

M. Glemenceau said that a very clear and restricted programme must be 
made for Constantinople, otherwise no mandatory would be found. 

M, Tardieu said that the proposal made by President Wilson showed one 
concession at least to the opinion of the other Delegations. It denied Bulgaria 
direct access to the Aegean. He took note of this concession. M. Tittoni’s 
proposal gave Western Thrace to Greece, some of Eastern Thrace to Bulgaria, 
and the rest to Greece, making both Greece and Bulgaria coterminous with 
the new State of Constantinople. He thought that it might be possible to 
work on this thesis, and to obtain some agreement. 

Mr. Polk asked how many Greeks inhabited the part of Thrace south of 
the Enos-Midia line. 

M. Tardieu said that there were 420,000 Turks and 408,000 Greeks, and 
5,000 Bulgarians. 
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Mr. Balfour observed that the Enos-Midia line had been introduced 
into the discussion not as the final boundary of the State of Constantinople, 
but as the limit beyond which the recommendations of the Gonimission on 
Greek and Bulgarian Affairs should not extend. 

M. Tittoni said that the Enos-Midia line had been invented at the 
London Conference of 1913 . Had not the Bulgarians attacked the Greeks 
and Serbians, this line would have become a final frontier line. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the discussion be adjourned. 

(It was decided to adjourn the discussion on Bulgarian frontier[s] to Satiir- 
day, August 2nd, at 3.30. The Experts were requested to consider the 
suggestion made hy M. Tittoni, for an ethnographical partition of Eastern 
Thrace, and to submit a report in time for the Meeting on Saturday.) 

2. General Belin read the report of the Military and Naval Representa- 
tives (see Appendix A). 

Military and Naval gQjj^e discussion of the implications of Article[s] 101 and 

iZnflrtLoccupa- foUowing 

timqfDmitzigmd ^solution was adopted:— 

Memel ‘Respecting the report of the Military Representatives on 

the Military and Naval measures to be taken for the occupa- 
tion of the territories of Dantzig and Memel, it was decided: — 

1. To forbid Polish forces from entering the terx’itory of the free city 
of Dantzig. 

2. To compel the evacuation of German forces from this territory. 

3. To postpone the question of military forces to occupy the territory. 

4. To ask the Commission on Baltic Affairs to examine the question of 
the occupation of Memel. 

It was further decided that during the intermediate period pending the 
nomination, of a High Commissioner by the League of Nations, the 
Commission provided for in Article 101 of the Treaty, should receive 
instructions to report to the Council of [ ? on] any measures necessary 
for the maintenance and [ ? of] order in the territory of the free City of 
Dantzig.’) 


Demand of the Swedish [No‘ printed]* 

Legation to be heard on 
the subject of the Aland 

Islands ' 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

July 31, igig. 

After a short discussion it was decided to give a favourable answer to the request of the 
Swedish Legation. 
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Appendix A to No. 24 
Document i 

s. w. c. 430/1] Report on military and naval measures to be taken for the 
occupation of the territories of Dantzig and MemeV" 

(In reply to Resolution passed at a Meeting of the Foreign Ministers held at 
Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday 1 8th June, 1919 at 3 p.m.) 

On the 1 8th June the Council of Foreign. Ministers examined a memorandum 
from the British Delegation to the Peace Conference referring to the military and 
naval measures to be taken by the Allied and Associated Powers, after the evacua- 
tion by the Germans of the territories of Dantzig and Memel, in order to assure the 
occupation of these territories and the regular working of the system of Government 
set up under the control of the League of Nations. 

The Council of Foreign Ministers decided to submit the military and naval 
questions raised by this memorandum to a specially constituted Committee 
composed of: — 

4 Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council. 

I Military Representative of Japan. 

I Naval Representative of each of the 5 Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

The questions on which the Military and Naval Representatives are to give 
their opinion to the Council of Foreign Ministers are summed up as follows by the 
British Memorandum: — ■ 

( 1 ) Should the Polish forces be forbidden to enter the territory of the free city 

of Dantzig? 

(2) Should the German forces be compelled to evacuate this territory? 

(3) If (i) and (2) are accepted, what military forces shall occupy the territory? 

(4) Conditions for the occupation of Memel. 

As far as the first two questions are -concerned the Military and Naval Repre- 
sentatives have unanimously agi’eed that the answer should be in the affirmative. 

As regards cpiestion 3 the Military and Naval Representatives were in disagi'ee- 
ment on the c|uestion of principle involved by the despatch of an Inter-Allied 
Military force to Dantzig. 

The American and British Military and Naval Representatives were opposed 
to the sending of Allied forces for the reasons set forth in Appendix ‘Ah 

The French and Italian Representatives, on the contrary, considered that the 
High Commissioner required an Allied force to assist him to carry out his functions. 
The reasons for this suggestion, and details in regard to the force proposed, are set 
forth in Appendix ‘B’. - 

The Japanese Military and Naval RLepresentatives expressed no opinion 
m regard to the necessity for a military occupation of Dantzig, and considered 
that the question should be referred to the Council of Ministers for Foreign 
.A-ffairs, 

^ Note in original: ‘The Peace Treaty with Germany stipulates in Articles 99 and 100 
that Germany renounces in favour of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers all rights 
and claims to the territories of Dantzig and Memel,’ 





They were, however, of opinion that the High Commissioner should have at his 
disposal an armed force of some description to maintain order and to support Iiis 
authority, 

G. Sackville-West, 
Major-Genex’al, 
Chairman of Committee. 


Versailles^ 24th of June igig. 


Document 2 

Appendix A to S.W.G. 430 
Memorandum by the American and British Representatives 

In regard to question 3, the American and British Military and Naval Repre- 
sentatives are of opinion that the presence of organised support at Dantzig is 
essential for the authority of the High Commissioner. 

They are, however, of opinion that the despatch of an Inter-Allied Military 
Force to Dantzig is, for the present, inadvisable. 

The reasons for this attitude may be briefly summarized as follows : — 

(a) The acceptance by the German and Polish Governments of the conditions 
laid down in the answers to questions i and 2 would give reason to 
presume that these Governments intended to act in good faith in regard 
to the future status of the District of Dantzig. 

{b) The population of Dantzig is mainly German in character and, if the terms 
of the Treaty of Peace are loyally accepted by the German Government, 
it will be in the interest of the German inhabitants of Dantzig to maintain 
order in their own town and to support the authority of the High Com- 
missioner. 

[c] Under the circumstances referred to in {a) and {b), it is considered that the 

presence of an Inter-Allied Military force in Dantzig would inevitably 
have an irritating effect on the population, the results of which might be 
serious internal disorders. 

[d) They consider that the authority of the High Commissioner in Dantzig 

could, for the reasons given above, be efficiently maintained by the 
employment of locally raised gendarmerie or police forces which may 
require expansion to meet the new situation. 

{e) In the event of the High Commissioner being unable to maintain his 
authority by moral influence backed by local forces, it will no doubt be 
within the powers of the AUied and Associated States to send sufficient 
forces to enforce the conditions of the Peace Treaty. 

Apart from the question of principle the American and British Military and 
Naval Representatives are of opinion that the cost of the maintenance of an Intcr- 
Allied force, as also the difficulty of keeping open communications for supplying 
that force, are factors which should be taken into account, more especially in view 
of the present lack of shipping for commercial purposes. 

Further, even should Inter-Allied, military forces be made available for the 
occupation of the District of Dantzig and be despatched forthwith, an inten-egnum 
would be inevitable before their arrival; this would, in all probability, be the most 
critical period, 
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In regard to the occupation of Memel, the American and British Military and 
Naval Representatives are of opinion that, for the reasons already given in regard 
to Dantzig, there should be at present no Allied military forces of occupation. 

Document 3 

Appenddc B to S.W.G. 430 

Advisability of raising an Inter- Allied Force of occupation for the 
territories of Dantzig and Memel 

(Opinion of the French and Italian Military and Naval Representatives) 

The French and Italian Military and Naval Representatives are agreed that it 
is indispensable that the High Commissioner of the League of Nations at Dantzig 
should have at his disposal, failing Polish or German troops, an armed force 
sufficient to ensure the maintenance of order and the exercise of his authority. 

As the territories of Dantzig and Memel have been ceded by Germany to the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, it is the duty of the latter to assume the 
responsibility of establishing the new Political Regime on an orderly foundation. 
The military and naval forces of occupation at the disposal of the High Commis- 
sioner must, therefore, be Inter-Allied. 

It is possible in the more or less distant future that circumstances will allow a 
gradual diminution of the Inter-Allied force which may be thought necessary, and 
even their replacement by a force raised solely- by the new Government from the 
free City and recruited on the spot with a certain proportion of foreign cadres if 
necessary. 

It will be the duty of the League of Nations to make a decision on this point 
when the proper moment arrives, taking into consideration the general internal 
condition of the country. 

At the present moment, however, the existing local police is wholly German; it 
cannot therefore provide the necessary guarantee of impartiality; it must be 
remembered, also, that it will be necessarily partially disorganised, if some of its 
personnel retain their German nationality, in accordance with the option recog- 
nised by Article 106 of the Treaty of Peace.^ 

Therefore it seems that the necessity of raising an Inter-Allied force, at any rate 
for the time being, cannot be avoided. 

Lastly, it would be necessary for this force to be sent as soon as possible to the 
territory in question. Germany must, in fact, give up to the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers ail her rights over this territory; it therefore follows that German 
troops must proceed to evacuate immediately and must have finished their evacua- 
tion within the 15 days laid down by the Committee for the determination of 
frontiers. 

Effectives and Composition of the Inter-Allied Force of Occupation 
The French and Italian Military and Naval Representatives are in entire agree- 
ment that the presence of both a military and a naval force is necessary. 

Ships are indispensable to guarantee the supply of land forces and could give 
them very useful help in case of trouble. 

The presence of a naval force alone would, on the other hand, be ineffective; 
furthermore, this force would be exposed to real dangers since it would not be able 
^ Note in original: ‘This option carries with it the obligation that those who avail them- 
selves of it shall remove to Germany within a maximum period of 12 months.’ 
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to ensure its own safety, as in the absence of land forces in occupation of the forts, 
batteries and other harbour defences, it would be exposed to hostile operations. 

In determining the strength of the military and naval forces of occupation, the 
French and Italian Military and Naval Representatives have taken into con- 
sideration the following facts : — 

(1) The population of the entire territories in question (Dantzig and Memel) 

may be reckoned at about 600,000, of whom 183,000 are in the city of 
Dantzig alone. 

(2) The territory of Dantzig includes a large harbour and many sea and river 

establishments which must be protected against any possible attack in 
case of disox’der. 

(3) The varied aspirations of the German and Polish populations, who are 

unlikely at first, at least, to accept the new order gladly, will make the 
political situation veiy difficult and unstable. It will therefore be neces- 
sary to have a considerable force on the spot for the prevention of any kind 
of disorder or conflict. 

(4) The geographical position of the territories in question which are situated 

at a distance from the Powers who are called upon to protect them will 
not lend itself to any rapid reinforcement of the military forces of occu- 
pation. 

Under these circumstances the Military and Naval Rej^resentatives consider 
that the military force necessary for the occupation of the entire territories of 
Dantzig and Memel should be about 10,000 men, that is to say, about i division. 

This division should be placed under the command of a General Officer 
appointed by the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers with a 
Staff, including officers of the various armies composing the military force of 
occupation. This force might be detached from the allied forces of occupation in 
the territory on the left bank of the Rhine. 

Force of Occupation for the Territory of Memel 

The French and Italian Military and Naval Representatives are of opinion that 
the occupation of the territory of Memel could be assured by a Alilitary Force of: — 
I regiment of infantry 

and I squadron of cavalry 

to be detailed from the forces above-mentioned. The Memel detachment should 
include Representatives from all the Allied contingents. Its Commanding Officer 
should be appointed by the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers. 

General Remarks 

Lastly the French and Italian Military and Naval Representatives consider it 
their duty to call the attention of the Council of Foreign Ministers to the fact that 
they hoid it important that the force of occupation should in any case be Inter- 
Allied. 

They therefore consider that if certain of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers cannot be represented in the force of occupation, it would be preferable to 
have no such force, both for moral reasons as the solidarity of the Allies must be 
upheld in all acts of a local Government set up by them, and for material reasons 
because one or two Powers cannot alone assume the responsibility which they all 
collectively incur, and later the dangers which may arise therefrom. 
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No. 25 


H. D. 21.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in A4. Pichoii's Room at the Oiiai d^Orsay^ Paris, on Friday, 
August I, igig, at g.go p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. H, White, Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. 'Harrison. 

British Eiiipire-.lAiQ Rt. Hon. A. J, Balfour; secretaries, Mr, FI. Norman, 
Sir Ian Malcolm. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber~ 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M.‘, Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. iVfatsui; secret.a.ry, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secret.a.rla.t : U.S.A.: Capt. Chapin. British Empire: Lt. "Com- 
mander Bell. France: Capt. A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Gol. A. Jones. 
Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 


Ivlarslial Focli and the Military Representatives entered the room. 

I . M. Glemenceau stated that he had received a communication from Berlin 
^ through General Nudant (see Appendix A). It was to the 
effect to the Ge™an GovernLnt, as a result of the 
ment on the subject revelations made by Herr ErzbergerJ had been violently 
of the surrender of attacked from the Conservative and Independent Socialist 

officers guilty oj Sections. The question most at issue was the surrender of 

breaches of the laws military officers demanded by the Treaty. Herr 

Erzberger asked that the provisions to that effect might not 
immediately be put into force. 

M. Tittoni said that as the Allies had representatives in Germany, it 
would be best to ask their advice. 

M. Glemenceau said that at the present moment the situation was not 
quite clear. The list of German Officers guilty of breaches of the laws of war 


^ On July 25, 1919, Herr Erzberger, German Vice-Chancellor and Minister of Finance, 
made a speech in the National Assembly at Weimar in which he criticized German right- 
wing and military elements for having neglected to take advantage during the First World 
War of opportunities which he considered might have rendered possible an earlier termina- 
tion of hostilities. In this speech Herr Ei'zberger disclosed, in particular, the contents of 
a letter sent by Mgr. Pacelli, Papal Nuncio in Munich, in August 1917 to Dr. Michaelis, the 
Imperial Chancellor, transmitting a copy of a communication made by the British Minister 
at the Vatican to the Cardinal Secretary of State in connexion with the proi^osals for peace 
made by Pope Benedict XV on August i, 1917. (For these proposals see Gmd. 261 of 
1919: The Peace Proposals made by His Holmess the Pope to the Belligerent Powers on August r, 
igiy, and Correspondence relative thereto. German texts of the letter and enclosure referred to by 
Herr Erzberger are printed by General E. Ludendorff in Urkunden der Obersten Heereskitung 
iiber ihre Tdtigkeit IQ16-18, Berlin, 1920, pp. 425-6.) Herr Erzberger’s speech provoked a 
heated debate and public controversy in the course of which further disclosures were made 
and the names of prominent personalities, including Field-Marshal von Hindenburg and 
General Ludendorff, were introduced. (An English translation of the relevant passages of 
Herr Erzberger’s speech is printed by R. H. Lutz in Fall of the German Empire 
California and London, 1932, vol. i, pp. 440-9. See also loc. cit., passim, for related docu- 
ments.) At the conclusion of the parliamentary debate on July 29, 1919, the National 
Assembly rejected a motion of no confidence in the government by 243 votes to 53, 


271 



comprised over i,ooo persons, of whom some were Princes of the Blood, tie 
believed that the list of Naval Officers who were to be surrendered w^as not 
yet ready. 

Mr. Balfour replied that the list made out in Great Britain was ready. 

M. Glemenceau remarked that the Council must be clear as to the 
demands that it was going to make. It was dangerous to postpone executing 
the provisions relating to the surrender of German Officers, if, at the same 
time, German prisoners were to be repatriated. M. Larnaude had made a 
report on the question of German Prisoners, and had pointed out that the 
problem of their repatriation was intimately connected with the surrender 
of enemy officers guilty of breaches of the laws of war. Mr. Lloyd George 
and President Wilson had themselves recognised that the two questions 
emphasised in M. Larnaude’s report should be considered together. He 
thought that it would be improper to return German prisoners if the Germans 
did not themselves surrender the guilty officers. He proposed that no reply 
should be given at once. Herr Erzberger’s telegram might certainly be based 
on fact, but, on the other hand, it might be intended to promote a hasty 
decision on the part of the Gomicil. He asked whether the matter might not 
be referred to a Committee of experts. 

Mr. Balfour said that it was evidently the President’s opinion that an 
answer should not at once be given. At the same time, the Treaty did not, 
in itself, permit the return of German prisoners to be much postponed, and, by 
its very provisions, prevented the Allies from making a delay in their repatria- 
tion a political weapon. If the detention of the prisoners was decided upon, it 
must be put into force before the Treaty received general riitilication. 

M. Glemenceau stated, in reply to Mr. Balfour’s question, that the French 
ratification of the Treaty would probably take place in the first week in 
September. He suggested that Marshal Foch, who had agents in Germany, 
should make a report on the subject, and that he should be given the assistance 
of jurisconsults. 

Mr. Balfour stated that the British agents in Germany would be asked 
for information, and he supposed that the question to be put to the jurists 
would be, whether we should be justified in adopting a measure for the 
detention of German prisoners if the Germans refused to surrender the 
culpable officers. 

M. Glemenceau then said that that was not quite his meaning. Fie wished 
to point out that the Germans in their note were asking for a definite favour 
— the waiving of the stipulations with regard to the surrender of guilty 
officers. The Allies, if they granted this, might ask for certain military 
measures to be carried out on the part of Germany, to compensate them for 
granting the German demand. 

. M. Tittoni pointed out that the Germans did not quite put forward their 
request as a favour, but were suggesting certain measures to us, on account of the 
social and political situation in Germany, which menaced the Allies’ interests 
as well as theirs. In these circumstances, would it not be advantageous to 
obtain further information, and come to a decision when it had been tendered ? 
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M. Glemengeau returned to his original proposal of referring the questici.’. 

' to a Committee of jurisconsults and military men. 

Mr. Balfour then remarked that such a Committee might say ‘You have 
■ a right to take wliat measures of security you please’. He asked what Marshal 

Focli thought. 

Marshal Fogh replied that the surrender of guilty officers was not a 
military question, but a political one. 

M. Glemengeau agreed with Marshal Foch, and said that he would like 
his opinion as to a suitable military compensation for the favour which would 
f be granted to the Germans by acceding to their request. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether we should not be asking the military men to 
I verify political facts. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not think so, since military men would 
1 only be advising on the subject of military compensation, 

j Mr. Balfour said that it would be necessary, therefore, to ask our diplo- 

I matic representatives for information. In the meantime, the Military 

I Representatives at Versailles should endeavour to find out whether the 

j statements in the German communication were correct, and should further 

!? advise the Council as to what military measures on the part of Germany 

would be adequate compensation to the Allies, for acceding to their demand. 

? Whatever questions were put to Versailles, the British War Office must refer 

the matter to its own military representatives. 

M. Tittoni said that the situation would be that each country would refer 
the matter to whatever agents or bodies it thought capable of maldng a 
suitable examination. 

I Mr. Polk agreed with Mr. Balfour and M. Tittoni. 

r (It was decided: — 

* (1) That no immediate reply to the German Government’s request 

I should he given. 

r (2) That the Military Representatives at Versailles, in collaboration 

I?' with Marshal Foch,* should investigate, the accuracy of the state- 

f ments contained in the communication of the German Govern- 

h ment, and should utilise aU available sources of information at 

t their command. 

$. (3) That Marshal Foch should report to the Council on such military 

'i compensations as might he demanded from Germany in return for 

I a compliance wdth their present request.) 

I 2. M. Glemengeau circulated two telegrams from Germany (see Appendices 

? Information from Ger- ® Stating (i) that Germany had at present 

I many with regard to the 8oo,OGO men under arms, and ( 2 ) that the students 111 

number of men tinder anns Munich were being armed in violation of the Peace 
! in that country and the Treaty. 

students in Balfour stated,' that before proceeding further 

" ^ with the question, he would like to have comprehensive 

figures comparing the total number of enemy and Allied troops at present 
i, in the field. He feared that such figures might be alarming. 
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M. Tittoni said that as Marshal Foch was going to study the questions 
put to him under decision No. i, he would like him to state what force was 
now required in Germany for the maintenance of order. 

Marshal Foch replied that the question was answered by the military 
provisions of the Armistice and of the Peace Treaty. He considered that the 
significance of the events at Munich lay in the fact, that the Germans wished 
to show, by what they were doing, that they knew that Allied control over 
their actions would soon cease. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that the communication circulated drew 
attention to the point. 

(It was therefore decided that the two documents circulated should he 
submitted to Marshal Foch for examination and report.) 


3. M. Glemengeau read a telegram from General Franchet d’Esperey with 
regard to the Allied occupation of Thrace (see Appendix D) 


Communication from 
General Franchet 
d'Esperey, Comrnander- 
in~Chief of the Allied 
Armies in the East 


He remarked that it was obviously necessary to reinforce 
the Allied troops in Bulgaria although the measure pre- 
sented practical difficulties, 

Mr. Balfour said that as he understood it the situation 


was serious and a comparison between the available Allied 
and Bulgarian forces would be disadvantageous to ourselves. Fie had 
received a report that the disarmament of Bulgaria was incomplete, on 
account of the different way in which demobilisation was carried out in 
such countries as England and France, and in Bulgaria, In the former case, 
demobilisation meant that soldiers returned absolutely to their civil occupa- 
tions, and ceased to appear on the list of any military unit. This was not the 
case in Bulgaria, where demobilisation meant no more than the reduction 
of a military unit, from war to peace strength. The Bulgarian Army had 
comprised ten divisions. Under the Armistice it had been allowed to keep 
three and had been ordered to demobilise seven. This meant no more than 


that Bulgaria now had a powerful military force of three divisions on full 
war strength, and seven others on a reduced footing. 

Marshal Foch said that he thought Mr. Balfour’s remarks as a whole 
were correct, but he could not guarantee the accuracy of the details. 

M. Glemengeau said that General Franchet d’Esperey had been asked 
to give a detailed report, but that no very clear statement had yet been 
received from him. 


Marshal Foch said that the Bulgarian Army had never even obeyed 
orders it had received from the Allies. It was quite possible that they would 


2 Not printed. In this telegram to the French Minister of War (dated in Paris July 30), 
General Franchet d’Esperey referred to ‘la decision du Conseil Superieur interallie ({uc vous 
m’avez comrauniquee le 10 juin’, envisaging the participation of British and Italian troops 
in the occupation of Bulgaria (cf. No, 7, minute 12). The general reported delay on the part 
of the British and Italian military authorities in making tlie necessary arrangements with 
him. General Franchet d’Esperey concluded: ‘Dans ces conditions les troupes frangaises 
voiit etre seulcs a supporter la charge et la responsabilite de I’occupation de la Buigaric au 
moment du traite de pabc.’ 
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have a superior force to that of the Allies, at the time that the Peace Treaty 
was presented. 

M. Clemengeau said that he proposed that Marshal Foch should report 
on the situation, and asked the approximate time necessary for the prepara- 
tion of such a report. 

Marshal Foch said it would require several days, as he would be obliged 
to refer the matter to General Fi'anchet d’Esperey. 

General Weygand stated that a certain amotint of information was 
already at hand and that a report on the basis of the information available 
could be presented to the Supreme Council on the following day. 

(It was agreed that Marshal Foch should submit on August 2E.d a report 
on the present status of the Bulgarian forces, based upon information at 
present in his possession.) 

(It was further decided that Marshal Foch should make investigations 
through General Franchet d’Esperey, and submit a full report when these 
latter had been received.) 


4. M. Clemengeau circulated a telegram from the Military Representatives 

Allied Military Repre- Berthelot further explained the telegram stating 

sentatives at Klagenfurt that by the withdrawal of the Austrians and Jugo-Slavs 
relative to the execution from Klagenfurt a certain quantity of war material had 
of the decision of the Con- bggn left behind, under the custody of a few Italian 
carabinieri. In view of the fact that the Supreme Council 
had asked that an Inter-Allied guard should be placed in charge of the 
material in question, ^ it was now requested that it should be constituted, 
and, until it could be so constituted, two companies of Italian carabinieri 
should be authorised by the Council to form the guard. He pointed out that 
the value of the property in question was inconsiderable, and suggested, that 
two platoons of Italian carabinieri would be quite sufficient to ensure the 
custody of the material. 


(It was agreed that the Italian Command should be authorised to furaish 
two platoons of carabinieri, for the purpose of guarding the wax material 
at Klagenfurt.) 

5. The Council had before it a communication from Marshal Foch to the 

^ ^ , following effect; — 

Organisation of the 

High Command of the ‘When the Army of Occupation shall have been organised, 
Army of Occupation the Commander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies on the 
tn Western Germany Western front, who was in command during the war, will 
j^o longer exercise this command. 

mto Jorce ° . . . . • 1 

However, it is necessary to maintain a superior Command 

for the group of Allied forces of occupation, were it only to establish a 
liaison with the High Commission, who should communicate directly with 
the High Military Command (Art. IV of Memorandum of June 9 th), 

3 See No, 16, minute 9. 
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also for regulating all military questions dealing with railway, river, tele- 
grapliiCj telephonic and postal communications. 

‘France, on account of the number of troops in her army of occupation, 
should place a General at the head of the Rhine Army. The other Nations 
will probably not do this. 

Tt is proposed that this General be designated to command the group 
of Allied occupation forces, as soon as the command of Marsha! Focli on 
the Western front shall have ceased, in other words, at the moment that 
the Peace Treaty goes into force.’ 

(The proposals which Marshal Foch’s communication contained were 
agreed to without discussion.) 

6. {a) Frontier of Prekommye. 

M. Tardieu stated that the Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Committee had 
on July 22nd a memorandum with regard to 
Roumanian and Jugo-Slav two new claims which had been presented by the Dele- 
affairs regarding further gatioii of the Yugo-Slav kingdom regarding the northern 
claims by Jugoslavia frontier of that State (see Appendix F). 

(It was decided to adhere to the boundary line in Prekomiirye formerly 
adopted hy the Supreme Council, which line in general follows the water" 
shed between the Mur and the Raab.) 

{b) Baranya. 

M. Tardieu read the memorandum regarding Baranya (see Appendix F) . 
(It was decided to accept the proposal of the Committee with regard to 
Baranya, and the frontier which had been proposed hy it.) 

7. [a) Bacska. 

M. Tardieu reported on the notes submitted to the Supreme Council by 
Serh-Croat- the Committee on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Aflfairs dated 
Slovene claims 25th July 1 9 19 (see Appendix G). 

(It was decided to accept the draft proposals of the Committee on 
Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Affairs with regard to the Bacska region ; and 
to uphold the frontier Hne previously laid down, in view of the fact that 
the ethnographic conditions in the locality -would not allow of the aforesaid 
frontier line being extended to the north. 

It was further decided to refer the question of lajdng dowm regulations 
of an international kind, with regard to the working of the Deak Canal, 
at present in Jugo-Slavia, by means of hydraulic iiistaliatioiis now/ in 
Hungarian territory, to the Committee on Ports, Railways and Waterways.) 

{b) Banal. 

M. Tardieu drew the attention of the Conference to the Report of the 
Committee on Pvoumanian and Jugo-Slav Affairs on the subject of the Banat. 
(It was decided to adopt the proposals contained in the report of the Com- 
mittee on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav Affairs with regard to the Banat, as 
follows; — 



(1) Central Bmiat: Tiie previously adopted frontier is to be upheld, and a 

notification to that effect sent to persons concerned. The Committee 
on Ports, Railways and Waterways will take the necessary measures 
to maintain and to develop the irrigation. canals in the Banat to the 
equal advantage of the States to which the Banat is alotted. 

(2) Northern Bmiat: The question is to be adjourned for further study.) 

8. M. Tardieu said that the Committee on Roumanian and JugO“Slav 

Affairs had received a note dated July lotli from the Jugo- 
Occupation of Delegation, asking that their troops be allowed to occupy 

Jugoslav troops territories granted to Serbia by the Conference in the 
region in question. The Committee had submitted a reply 
dated 26th July (see Appendix H).^ Since the Council had settled the 
territorial question in Prekomuiye, he proposed that the suggested military 
occupation should be granted. 

(It was decided that the Jugo-Slav State should be authorised to occupy 
the territory in Prekomurye bounded by the frontier laid down and notified : 
see para 6 subsection (a).) 

9. M. Tardieu stated that the Committee on Roumanian and Jugo-Slav 

Affairs had given him a report dated 30th July, to which he 
nothing to add. (See Annex [Appendix] I). 

Mr. Balfour said that the Commission, after its first 
examination of the question, had decided, that, for ethnographical reasons, 
the small territorial area under discussion could not be given to the Bukovina. 
The reasons in question still held good, because the population of the district 
was more Rutheiie than Roumanian in character. In addition to this, 
Poland had received Eastern Galicia, and laid no claims to the area now 
being considered. The desires of the population affected were the real matter 
for study. He asked what was the reason given by the committee in support 
of these proposals. The answer probably was, that it would be advantageous, 
from a political point of view, to maintain the historical frontiers of B ukovina 
since that would be a measure which would please the Roumanian Govern- 
ment and Roumanian public opinion. The Bukovina had never belonged 
properly to Roumania, and he was not in favour of granting it to that 
country until such time as its real attitude towards the Allies had been cleared 
up. Up to the present time, the wishes and instructions of the Conference 
had been grossly disregarded by Roumania. That country had never acceded 
to our demands, and now that a territorial change, violating the principles 
of nationalities, was proposed in the interests of Roumanian public opinion, 
he preferred to adjourn the question. 

Mr. Polk said that he had been told in the morning- that the line shown 
in red on the chart, s ran along the bottom of a valley; and that he did not 
care for such a solution. 

Not printed. The reply proposed by the committee was in the sense of the resolution 
adopted by the Supreme Council, 
s Not attached to original. 
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M. Tittoni said that he would like to draw attention to the following 
poiiitj which was, that the frontier now proposed had been promised to 
Roiimania when she entered the war. For this reason he would uphold it 
willingly. On the other hand, he recognised the strength of Mr. Balfour’s 
argument, and thought that Roumania should be informed that it would 
only receive the territory in question if it were willing to carry out the wishes 
of the Allies, and to sign the Treaty. Roumania was now in a state of dis- 
content. The demands of that country in the Banat had been curtailed, and 
it would be unwise, therefore, to displease it with regard to Bukovina unless 
there were important reasons for so doing. That is to say, the proposals of 
the committee might be accepted under certain conditions. 

M. Tardieu said that the Bessarabian question had not been settled either. 
Since the Council could exert pressure, it could be announced that the report 
of the committee would be accepted if Roumania satisfied the Council in 
other ways. 

Mil. Balfour said that there were also numerous negotiations proceeding 
between Roumania and Flungary of a kind that did not arise out of the 
Treaty. It was nevertheless important that these negotiations should be 
concluded in a manner satisfactory to all. Roumania was not only con- 
cerned in signing the Treaty, it was also called upon to manifest its general 
goodwill. 

Mr. Polk said that he accepted the proposal in principle; but that 
he would prefer that the question should again be referred to e.xpertS3 
since a frontier running through the bottom of a valley seemed to him unsatis- 
factory. 

M. Tardieu said that the question had been carefully examined by the 
committee. The difficulty was that a part of the Bukovina had already been 
given to Roumania, and had been occupied by that country. The alterna- 
tive would be to give it to Poland, who did not demand it. 

, Mr. Polk said that he raised no objection and that he was only insisting 
on a point of detail. 

(It was decided to accept the report of the committee on Roumanian and 
Jugo-Slav Affairs, and to grant Bukovina to Roumania, with the excep - 
tion of the area traversed hy the railway line Zaleszczyki-Kolomea (see 
annex 1 to appendix I) ; on the condition that Roumania should show 
goodwill towards the allies, with regard to the signature of the Treaty, and 
to the other questions in which she was concerned.) 

10. M. Tardieu said he wished to draw attention to a question not on the 
B-’ssarcbian demanding an early solution; the 

QuesthJ™ problem was that of Bessarabia, on which the Council had taken 
no decision. 

M. Maldakoff and M, Bratiano had expressed the Russian and Roumanian 
points of view.^ After they had been heard, the Council had discussed the 
matter briefly without coming to a decision. It remained to be known what 

* See No. 2, minute i , 
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solution the Council would adopt, for it was difficult to settle the Roumanian 
question as a whole, and to make that country accept clauses in the Peace 
Treaty on the subject of minorities, if, at the same time, its frontiers had not 
been notified to it. 

M. PicHON said that the question was particularly important in that the 
minorities question would arise in Bessarabia. 

M. Tardieu said that the Committee had been unanimous in their wish 
to grant Bessarabia to Roumania, but the Council had sent a telegram to 
Admiral Koltchak, which appeared inconsistent with that decision.''' In the 
telegram in question the Council had only stated that the Roumanian rights 
in Bessarabia should be preserved in favour of that country. 

M. Glemengeau said that it was evidently important to be able to inform 
Roumania what its frontiers exactly were. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether M. Tardieu thought that the committee 
would remain of the same opinion if the question were referred back to it 
for a further report. 

M. Tardieu said that the committee had been unanimous when it had 
studied the problem. But they knew that certain delegations had altered 
their opinions after the lapse of a few months. The difficult point was the 
telegram sent to Admiral Koltchak. 

M. PicHON said that he did not think that the Council had been in- 
consistent, since it had not stated to Admiral Koltchak that Bessarabia as a 
whole would be granted to Roumania. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether M. Pichon thought the telegram to Admiral 
Koltchak was not binding on the Council. 

M. Pichon said that Admiral Koltcliak’s attention had only been drawn 
to the fact that the Council upheld Roumanian rights in Bessarabia. 

M. Tittoni said that he wished to draw the attention of the Council to an 
important point, which was that the committee had justified its proposals by 
saying that it wished to maintain the administrative and geographical unity 
of Bessarabia, and that it would give to Roumania, in compensation, a strip 
of territory in the Dobrudja, which belonged properly to the Bulgarians. 
By such a measure Roumania would be compensated for the northern portion 
of Bessarabia left to Russia. 

Mr. Balfour said he did not think he could admit compensations, which 
consisted in balancing the cession of groups of human beings by the cession 
of others to foreign sovereignties, as a matter of principle. 

M. Tittoni remarked that the question had therefore still to be examined. 

M. Glemengeau said that the problem ought to be solved rapidly, and lie 
proposed to put it on the agenda for the following day. 

Mr. Balfour said that he ought to call attention to the fact that Roumania 
was actually protesting strongly against the minority clauses. It would there- 
fore be sufficient to tell that country that it would not receive the territory 
now being considered unless it accepted the minority clauses and signed the 
Treaty. In addition to this, Roumanian statesmen did not really deny that 
’ Gf. No. 19, note 14. 
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the southern part of the Dobrudja should be granted to Bulgaria. Had 
Roumania been our enemy during the war she would have been obliged to 
cede the territory. By the fact that she had been our ally, she could only be 
persuaded to accept our solution. Was it therefore possible to say to that 
country that it was going to receive a great extension of territory, but only 
under the condition that it would be willing to consent to the cession of the 
Dobrudja, which h?id been seized in 1913, and wdiich, if left in her hands, 
would be a ceaseless cause of friction? The Roumanians were difficult people 
to deal with, and M. Bratiano was no exception. 

M. Tittoni said that he had heard that a new ministry had been set up 
in Roumania, and that the President of the High Court had been instructed 
to form it. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had also heard that, but the cabinet had not 
been formed, and the Bessarabian question was so important that he hoped 
that each one of his colleagues would give it his consideration. 

Mr. Polk said that the policy of the United States had been to oppose the 
division of Russia. Admiral Koltchak, in his reply, had protested against his 
country being divided. He thought that the effect of dividing Russia would 
ha,ve a bad effect in that country, and w'as therefore of the opinion that it 
would be better not to settle the question straight away, but to await the 
return of ordered government in Russia. 

M. Tittoni remarked that Russia’s point of view had been presented to 
the Council. 

Mr. Polk said that the Roumanians opposed any idea of a. plebiscite in 
Bessarabia. 

M. Tittoni said that that was so, because the result of a plebiscite would 
be the establishment of Bolshevism. 

Mr, Balfour said he did not desire to settle the question on that day, but 
that he w'ould be willing that it should be taken up again in a few days’ time, 
if it were possible to settle it then. He did not, however, believe that it would 
be. In his opinion, he thought it better not to consider Russia, and to regard 
our hands as free. Pie was willing to wait for the formation of the new 
Roumanian cabinet in the hope that it would be possible to negotiate with 
it and to settle outstanding problems. 

M. Tardieu said that it would undoubtedly be better to wait for the 
formation of the new Government, but even if it were favourable to our point 
of view, we should have to inform it of our opinions on the Bukovina, 
Bessarabian and Dobrudja problems. It was not possible to do this at 
present. 

‘ Mr. Balfour said tliat if the new Roumanian Government proved satis- 
hictory, it would send a representative to the Conference with whom the 
Council could negotiate. It would then be possible to tell this new representa- 
tive that the Council was favourably disposed towards territorial concessions 
advantageous to Roumania, on the condition that the Roumanians them- 
selves should give evidence of goodwill in the discussion of problems not 
yet solved. 
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M. Glemenceau said that it should be remembered that the Bulgarian 
delegation was now actually waiting for the Conditions of Peace at Neuiily. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Peace Treaty with the Bulgarians could be 
discussed and settled whilst the present question remained open, 

(It was decided to postpone the discussion on Bukovina, Bessarabia and 
the Dohrudja until the formation of the new Roumanian Government. 

It was further decided that the above questions should be put on the 
agenda as soon as the new Government had been formed.) 

M. Sergeiit and M. Cheysson^ entered the room. 

II. M. Glemenceau left the room and M. Piciion took the Chair. 

, . M. PiCHON said that the Council had to examine the 

the Tieat'*^ of Peace DFOU^ht IOFW3.FCl by tllC JxGp 3.1 Rtions HHQ 

with Bulgaria hinance Committees after hearing the Roumanian, Czecho- 
slovak [Greek] and Jugo-Slav Delegations. 

M. Sergent read the report prepared by the two Committees. (See 
Appendix J.^) He added that the Reparations Commission had been 
presented with a note from the Serbian Delegation, The note in question 
had been examined and its suggestions adopted partially. On the day in 
question, however, at two o’clock, a new note, couched in the most violent 
terms, had been received, stating that Jugo-Slavia refused point-blank to 
accept article 4 in the reparation clauses.^® In the Peace Treaty with 
Germany the article in question had laid down that Bulgaria should transfer 
her debt with Germany to the Allies. In article 4 of the reparation clauses 
with Bulgaria that country was called upon to recognise the validity of the 
transfer of all credits due to the Governments of Germany, of Austria- 
Plungary and of Turkey, to the Allied and Associated Governments, con- 
formably with article 261 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, and to the 

® Financial expert on the French Delegation. 

^ Not printed. This undated report stated that the two committees had attentively 
examined the observations of the Serbian, Roumanian, and Greek delegations iip)on the 
draft reparation and financial clauses in the treaty of peace with Bulgaria (cf. No. 19, 
minute 6). The observations related to three main points: (i) The recovery of objects stolen 
or removed in territory formerly under Bulgarian occupation (cf. No. 23, minute 7) . The 
Reparations Committee considered this representation to be justified and proposed to add 
a new clause accordingly (cf. No. 19, note ii, and article 125 of the Treaty of Neuiily). 
(ii) Deliveries of cattle to be made by Bulgaria. The demands of the three delegations 
amounted to nearly 1,000,000 head of cattle. The Reparations Committee considered that 
these demands could not be satisfied without ruining the economic life of Bulgaria, which 
should not, in its opinion, be required to deliver more than 80,000 head of cattle. 'Die 
Committee proposed to modify the figures for delivery in the original draft (see No. 19, 
note 1 1) so as to increase them, with the exception of bulls, by 50 per cent, in the case of 
Greece and Roumania and by 100 per cent, in that of Serbia, (iii) Article 10 of tlic draft 
financial clauses (see No. 19, note 13) concerning the treatment of the Bulgarian public 
debt. The Financial Commission considered that the original draft of this article might 
lead to confusion and accordingly proposed a new text (cf. article 141 of the Treaty of 
Neuiily). 

The draft for article 124 of the Treaty of Neuiily. See No. 19, note 1 1. 
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corresponding articles in the Peace Treaties with Austria-Hungary and 
Turkey. At the same time, the Allied and Associated Governments had taken 
these debts into account, when they had considered the sums payable by 
Bulgaria, and had undertaken not to put forward any further claims under 
this head. Sei'bia stated in her note, that, whilst the Allied and Associated 
Governments might be in a position to forgo later claims, they had no right 
to impose a corresponding renunciation upon Serbia. The note ended in 
what amounted to a threat to refuse to sign the Peace Treaty. The Repara- 
tion Committee had fixed the indemnity payable by Bulgaria at 2 billion 
francs. 250 million francs due from Bulgaria to Germany had been added 
to this sum. Since the committee had taken the debt into account it thought 
that nothing further could be done. 

Mr. Balfour said that the principle guiding the Council and the Repara- 
tions Committee had been that Bulgaria should pay the maximum amount 
that her resources allowed. It was of little importance from the Bulgarian 
point of view that the sum should be paid to any particular ally, since Serbia 
would have her share. 

M. Sergent said that the Reparations Committee had first intended to 
divide the indemnity into two heads. Under the first head would have been 
reparations amounting to 2 billion francs, and, under the second, 250 million 
francs owed by Bulgaria to Germany. This would have avoided giving the 
impression of renouncing the debt due to the Allies by Germany. It seemed 
that Serbia had not taken this simple calculation into account. 

M. PiGHON said that the Reparations Committee, being now informed of 
the issue, could submit a report which should be waited for. 

Mr. Polk said that Serbia was dissatisfied on another point, which was 
the amount of livestock to be delivered to her by Bulgaria. Was it possible 
to know what extra amount, under this head, had been granted to the 
Serbians? 

M. Sergent said that the original figures had been doubled, except in 
the case of the oxen. Serbia was actually going to receive 6,000 milch cows, 
5,000 horses and mares, 1,000 mules, 4,000 yoke oxen and 12,000 sheep. 
Notwithstanding this, the Serbian demand amounted to ten times that 
figure, 

M. Berthelot said that in spite of the figures having been doubled, 
Serbia was only going to receive one tenth part of that which had been 
taken from her by the Bulgarians. 

(It was decided to accept the Reparation Clauses, with the exception of 
article 4, deaHng with the transfer of credits, and of article 6,” dealing with 
the delivery of live-stock.) 

M. Sergent and M. Cheysson then left the room and Generals Duval, 
Groves and Orsiiii’^ entered. 

” The draft for article 137 of the Treaty of Neuilly. See No. 19, note 11, and note 9 
above. 

The reference was evidently to Rear-Admiral P. Orsini, an I talian colleague of Generals 
Duval and Groves on the Aeronautical Commission of the Peace Conference. 
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12. General Duval said that he had to submit a report, dated 3otIi July, 

^ ^ ^ on the subject of the distribution of aeronautic material 

Distribution of Aero- ^ j / a j- 

naulic Material delivered by the enemy Governments (see Appendix 
Ki3). 

Mr. Balfour said that the note brought forward two questions 

(1) What principle was to govern the distribution of war material — a 

difficult question which had already raised considerable con- 
troversy. 

(2) How was this material to be dealt with when distributed between the 

Allied and Associated Powers. 

The Committee proposed that the material in question should become the 
property of whatever Government it was given to, so long as this latter 
should undertake not to alienate it. He proposed to adjourn the first question 
and to accept the second principle enunciated. 

M. Tittoni said that lie accepted Mr. Balfour’s proposal, but asked that 
the first question should be referred to Versailles, in order that the settlement 
should be made conformable to the general principles guiding the general 
distribution of war material in general. 

(This proposal was adopted.) 

(It was therefore decided : — 

To request the Military Representatives at Versailles to submit a pro- 
posal regarding the principles to govern the distribution of all aeronautical 
war material turned over by the Central Powers in accordance with the 
Peace Treaty. 

It was further decided that the Interallied Commission of Control should 
be charged with the details of the distribution to be made in accordance 
with the principles established above. 

It -^vas further decided that once this material had been allotted to and 
accepted by one of the Allied and Associated Powers, it should become the 
property of such Government, which latter should agree not to alienate 
the material in question by any form of transfer.) 

13. M. Tittoni presented the President with a report from the Italian 
The Delivery of Delegation on the subject of the delivery of arms and muiii- 
arms and munitions tions to Gzecho-Slovakia by Austria. (See FI. D. 13, para- 
to Czechoslovakia graph 1 1 .* 4 ^) The report is contained in Annex [Appendix] L. 

Villa Majestic^ Paris ^ 

August I, igig. 

Not printed. The report was made by the Committee on Aerial Clauses, consisting of 
representatives of the British Empire, the United States, France, Italy, Japan, and Belgium, 
It asked the Supreme Council for guidance upon the two questions referred to by Mr. 
Balfour. 

No. 17, minute ii. 
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Appendix A to No. 25 


Telegramme, aout igig. 

General Nudant a Mareclial Foch. 

Je vous informe que je viens de recevoir du General Dupont un rapport que 
Erzberger a prie von liockliammern, President de la Wako^® de Berlin, de me 
transmettre. 

Voici le texte de cette information : 

‘Le Gouvernement allemand est a i’heure actuelle tres vivement attaque : il se 
lieurte aussi bien a Thostilite des partis de droite, que les recentes revelations ont 
vivement mecontentes qu’a celle des fractions socialistes independantes. 

Le Gouvernement ne pent se maintenir qu’en s’appuyant sur Telement militaire 
et Pancien corps d’Officiers. 

L’Entente exigeant la livraison de nombreux generaux et officiers affaiblira 
notre situation et nous enlevera notre appui. Le Gouvernement sera renverse et 
le pays livi'e au communisme. 

Pour parer k ce danger, aussi serieux pour Entente que pour nous, nous vous 
demandons d’ajourner Fexecution de la clause de livraison.’ 


Appendix B to No. 25 

£tat major de l’Arm^e, 

2® Bureau A. 


PARIS, le ji juillet igig. 

Mote sur VArmee Allemande^^ 


De tr^s nombreux renseignements, provenant en general de bonne source, 
indiquent que les effectifs de Farmee allemande s’elevent actuellement a : 

800.000 homines {chiffre minimum). 

Ges 800.000 hommes se repartissent entre les formations appurtenant : 

— a la Reichswehr, 

— aux Corps de volontaires existant en dehors de la Reichswehr, 

— aux unites restant de Fancienne armee, 

— auxquelles il faut ajouter en I'ealite, les Einwohnerwehren, Burgcrwehren et 

Sicherheitswehren, — troupes de police thdoriquement et, pratiquement, 
r6serves deguisees. 

La Reichswehr devait comprendre, d’apres la loi d’Empire du 6 mars 1919, 
18 Brigades, dont 6 lourdes a 12.000 h., 12 legeres a 7.200 h. 

Or, des la fin avril, le Ministere de la Guerre avait decide la creation de 28 
brigades (18 lourdes, 10 lucres). 

A la date du 16 mai, un document officiel indiquait 31 brigades, un deuxierne 
donnait, le 21 mai, le chiffre de 38 (22 brigades lourdes, 16 legeres): enfin un 
troisieme signaiait le 15 juin, 40 brigades (23 lourdes, 17 legeres). En outre, on 

Abbreviation for WqffensHUstandskommission, iiie German Armistice Commission. 

In this document original footnotes citing confidential sources of information are 
omitted. 



vient recemment d ’identifier une 42® brigade, ce qui fait que le nombre des unites 
de la Reichswehr correspond a 2 unites pres au nombre des anciennes divisions du 
temps de paix (42 au lieu de 44, dMuction faite des 3 corps d’armee d’Alsace- 
Lorraine) . 

A elle seule, la Reichswehr compterait done plus de 400.000 h. 

II faut ajouter a cet effectif un autre elfectif de 400.000 h. appartenaiit a certains 
corps de volontaires, aux Einwohnerwehren et aux formations de I’ancienne armee 
non encore dissoutes. 11 est assez difficile de domier des chiffres pour chacune de 
ces categories, mais on est fixe sur le total des forces qu’elles repi'esentent actuelle- 
ment, et, ce dont on est certain, e’est que : 

jo) — igs corps de volontaires devaient etre verses dans R.W. 011 etre dissous. 
Or, ii en existe qui vivent d’une vie propre a cote de la R.W. ‘ Un certain nombre 
de ces corps sont entretenus par des subsides particuliers (Ligue pangemianiste et 
Grande Industrie) ; 

2°) — Les Einwohnerwehren ne sont qu’une reserve deguisee. Pour donner le 
change, dies dependent bien du Ministre de I’Interieur, mais dies sont armees, 
font des exercices et constituent une vaste organisation centralisee. 

30) — Les unites de I’ancienne armee devaient etre dissoutes le 5 juin dernier 
deiai. Or, si cette dissolution est assez avancee, elle n’est pas terminee, et on 
identifie encore de nombreuses unites de I’ancienne armee dont reffectif est, a coup 
sfir, reduit, mais qui constituent des noyaux susceptibles d’etre renforces, le cas 
echeant. 

Les Allemands conservent done des effectifs tres importants. La question cadres et 
la question du materiel les preoccupent egalement. 

Nous savons, en effet, que; 

jo) — S’iis envoient en disponibilite, sous la pression du traite de paix, un 
grand nombre d’officiers (on parle de 16.000), au moyen d’un projet de loi depose 
sur le bureau de FAssemblee Nationale et par consequent public, ils recrutent 
d’autre part, des officiers parmi les etudiants au moyen d’une instruction secrete du 
Ministre de la Guerre.^’ 

Dans les deux derniers mois, ils ont renforce la Gendarmerie, puis decrete qu’elle 
constituait ‘une force non militaire’p® il est question egalement d’augmenter le 
nombre des pompiers. 

2°) — Au point de vue du matmel, des mesures sont prises pour queFarmement 
en artillerie des brigades de R.W. soit au complet, en bon etat et ‘absolument aptc 
a etre utilise en campagne’.’^^’ 

L’aviation postale est developpee, ce qui permettra d’avoir des avions a double 
fin. ' : 

L’armee allemande tend done a reprendre sa force d’autrefois. Elle subit un 
entrainement methodique qui tend a la remettre entierement dans la main de scs 
chefs. 

Chose peut-etre plus grave, le vieil esprit, un instant disparu, tend a renaitre. 
Le Gouvernement Fencourage, car Noske, qui tolerait la ‘Ligue Nationale des 
Officiers Allemands’ a tendances reactionnaires, vient seulernent, du jour oil s’est 
dressee en face la ‘Ligue Republicaine des Officiers’, de declarer inadmissible que 
des ‘associations a tendances politiques s’installent dans Farmee’. 

Note in original: ‘Instruction du 14 juillet.’ 

Note in original: ‘Decret du 2 juillet . . . L’elFectif de la gendarmerie est passe en 1919 
de 240 off., 9.395 h. a 318 off., 14.537 hommes.’ 

Note in original: ‘Note Ministere de la Guerre, 18 juin.’ 



On pent conckire, de ce qui precede, que I’AHemagne ne semble pas avoir la 
volonte de se soumettre aux conditions de paix en ce qui concerne les clauses 
miiitaires relatives aux elFectifs, Sournoisement, elle se donnera peut-etre Pappa- 
rence d’une soumission, Elle selectionne d’ailleurs avec soin ses eflectifs de fa^on 
a ne garder, le cas echeant, qu’une elite autour de laquelle se grouperaient les 
reserves de toutes sortes. En sous main, elle forgera Pinstrument d’une revanche 
dont les officiers parlent deja. 

‘Les autorites miiitaires trompent systematiquement PEntente sur les efFectifs’, 
dit le Professeur Foerster. ‘Les renseignements fournis aux diverses Missions 
Miiitaires Alliees sont errones a dessein.’ 

‘II y a encore des miiitaires qui semblent ignorer les conditions du Traite de 
Paix’, dit, la ‘Freilieit’ apres enquete dans les bureaux de recrutenient, ‘et qui 
pensent encore moins a les remplir.’ 

Bref, ‘camouflage’ et mauvaise foi, tel est en deux mots le resume de la situation. 
Deja, apres .1806, Scharnhorst recommandait la creation de miiices ‘susceptibles 
d’etre augmentees sans bruit’ et, en 1811, Hardenberg ecrivait: ‘Pessentiel est 
aujourd’hui de conserver Pexistence. Dans le jeu changeant des circonstances, il 
pent se trouver des remMes que nous ne soupgonnons pas.’ 

Mais Pexemple de 1806 est la pour nous avertir, ‘PHistoire est un perpetuel 
recommencement’ . 
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Defense Nationale. Recrutement de l’Universite Academique de Munich 

Traduction d’nn document de la ^Reichswehr Akademische Werbestelle 
Miinchen Universitdd'^^ 

MUNICH, le igig. 

A Messieurs les Professeurs, Fonctionnaires et Assistants. 

Les enrSlements clandestins en BavUre. 

Le Bureau de recrutement academique (‘Akademische Werbestelle’) s’efforce de 
faire participer, dans la mesure du possible, toutes les persoiines appartenant aux 
hautes ecoies a la defense nationale; il contribuera ainsi grand ement a assurer 
Pordre a Munich. 

Il n’a pas ete possible de creer une formation militaire se recrutant seulement 
parmi le corps universitaire, car si d’un cote ce projet est rendu irrealisable par les 
clauses du traite de paix, et [jzV] on ne veut pas d’un autre nourrir Pidee injuste 
mais cependant tres repandue d’apres laquelle Pesprit de caste regne dans les 
hautes ecoies. 

Il y a deux possibilites pour AIM. les Professeurs, fonctionnaires et assistants 
de participer a la defense nationale : 

i .■ — • Les liommes qui ont acheve leurs classes miiitaires peuvent se faire inscrire 
sans qu’il soit necessaire de les astreindre a une periode de service. 

Quand ils seront appeles sous les drapeaux, ils serviront dans Pinfanterie ou 
i’artiilerie. Mais afin de les mettre auparavant en rapport direct avec le Corps de 

An indication of die source of this document is omitted. 



troupe auquel ils seront affectfe, ils seroiit verses dans une Cie, ou line Batterie, qui 
leixr sera indiquee verbalement; ils auront alors toutes facilites pour s’entendre avec 
ces unites et &xer les dates auxquelles ils pourront s’exercer une fois par semaine 
(tout particulierement pour le tir). 

2, — On a deja organise des cours speciaux bi-hebdomadaires pour les hommes 
qui n’ont pas fait de service militaire et pour ceux qui n’ont pas acheve leurs 
classes ou qui ont besoin de completer leur education militaire. 

Les hommes qui suivent ces cours, recoivent une instruction militaire tres ele- 
mentaire; on leur apprend a tirer au fusil, a la carabine, au revolver et se servir 
des gi’enades a main. 

Ces cours, qui n’ont lieu que le matin, sont fixes, en tenant compte des cours de 
rUniversite; c’est ainsi qu’ils n’ont lieu actuellement que pendant les deux jours 
sans classe de la semaine. 

II est probable que Ton oi-ganisera un troisieme cours, qui commencera a une 
date qui sera fixe d’accord avec les personnes qui se feront inscrire. 

La participation assez nombreuse de Messieurs les Professeurs a deja eu jusqu’a 
present le meilleur effet sur les ^tudiants, qui devant un si bei exemple, ne veuient 
naturellement pas rester en arriere. 

Quiconque, par consequent, se fait inscrire, apporte non seulement le concours 
de sa propre personne au service de la cause, mais ii nous aide a recruter d’autres 
forces nombreuses et d’une valeur particulierement appreciable. 

G’est pour cela qu’il serait ardemment a souhaiter qu’aucun de ceux, qui par 
leur situation personnelle peuvent servir la cause nationale d’une maniere c|uel- 
conque, ne s’abstiennent. 

Ii est necessaire d’autre part, pour le bureau de recrutement acad^mique de se 
rendre compte de la participation que prennent Messieurs les Professeurs, fonc- 
tionnaires et assistants aux autres organisations similaires (telles Einwohnerwehren, 
Ostweiiren etc.). 

G’est pour ces motifs c|ue nous vous prions instamment de vouloir bien faire 
savoir au plus vite au bureau de recrutement academicj[ue (bureau ir6 de TUni- 
versit6), si vous faites deja partie de la defense nationale ou d’une organisation 
similaire ou si vous avez I’intention de profiter d’une des possibilites ci-dessus 
indiquees pour y participer. 

Dans ce cas nous vous prions de bien vouloir vous faire inscrire sur les listes qui 
se trouvent au bureau 1 14 de I’Univei'site. 

Etant donne I’int^ret de la question, une prompte reponse est desiree, 

Les clauses du traite de paix s’efforcent, ainsi que vous le savez, de rompre 
autant que possible tous les liens entre les hautes ecoles et i’armee. 

Mais il se passera encore quelque temps avant que les organes de PEntente, qui 
sont charges du controle, ne portent leur attention sur I’execution de la clause en 
question du Traite de Paix. 

(Note du S.R.A. — Le document original est envoye au G.O .G. : il est a remar- 
quer que les exemplaires en sont numerotes. 

Il semble ressortir de I’examen de cette circulaire que 1 ’ University bavaroise fait 
actuellement pression sur les Professeurs et les etudiants pour augmenter la force 
militaire allemande, sous une forme dissimulee et en profitant de Pabsence rnomen- 
tanee d’organes de controle de PEntente.) 
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Appendix E to No, 25 


Translation. 


S-H Bulletin No. 607. 

Point I. 


Telegram from the Military Representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers at 
Klagenfurt^^ 


. July 29, igiQ 

The Serbo-Groat-Slovene and Austrian Delegates signed, on July 28 at 16 
o’clock, the convention regulating the evacuation of zone B of the Klagenfurt 
basin^^ by the Serbo-Groat-Slovene troops. 

The line of demarcation fixed by the Supreme Council on June 23^^ will be 
occupied on July 31 at 17 o’clock by the Serbo-Groat-Slovene posts on one side 
and the Austrian posts on the other, a neutral zone of 600 meters being maintained 
between the two parties. 

The military representatives are of the opinion that the guarding of the war 
material left at Klagenfurt cannot be safely entrusted to the Austrian gendarmerie. 
They propose therefore that, until the Inter-allied detachment requested by the 
telegram of July 25 arrives, this guard be insured by Italian carabineers. 

As the Italian detachment now at Klagenfurt to insure the guai’ding of the city 
is only half a platoon, it should be reinforced by two platoons. 

The Italian Supreme Command, from whom the military representatives have 
requested this reinforcement, has refused to send it without authorisation from the 
Supreme Council of the Allies. 

The military representatives have the honour to request instructions from the 
Supreme Council. 


Appendix F to No. 25 

Note adressee an Conseil Suprime des Allies par la Commission des Affaires Roumames 
Toiigo-Slaves 

PARIS, le 22 juilkt 1919. 

La Commission des Affaires roumaines et yougo-slaves a examine, dans sa 
seance du 19 juillet, deux revendications nouvelles presentees par la Delegation 
du Royaume des Serbes, Creates et Slovenes, en ce qui concerne la frontiere iiord 
de cet Etat. 

1°) en Prekomourie; 

2°) dans la Baranya. 

This telegram is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., p. 520. 

22 Zone B was the more northerly of the two zones in the Klagenfurt basin delimited by 
‘the purple line drawn on the map known as President Wilson’s Map’. (Record of a meeting 
of the Council of Foreign Ministers on June ig, 1919: printed in Papers relating to the. Foreign 
Relations of the United States: The Paris Peace Conference xgig, vol. iv, p. 845. Cf. article 50 of 
the Treaty of St. Germain.) Summary annotations on the discussions of the Supreme Council 
(Council of Four) during June 1919 concerning arrangements in the Klagenfurt area are 
printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, opw cit., pp. 508-10. See also Count L. Aldrovandi 
Marescotti: Guerra diplornatica (NlAscti, 1936)^ chap^ vii, and TVmow ricordi e Jramrnenti di diario. 
chap. i. 



1°) Prekomourie 

En presence des accroissements de territoires accordes a FAutriclie aiix depens 
de la Hongrie, notamment dans la region de St. Gothard, la 
mTtiosl^o delegation S.G.S. revendique Fattribution du territoire compris 
CroattsioveZ frontiere nord precedemment assigne au royaume dans 

cette region et la riviere Raab. 

La Commission considere que la modification proposee aurait pour consequence 
_ , . . de rattacher a FEtat Serbo-Groate et Slovene une region qui est, en 

ecision ^ e a peuplee de Slovenes, mais que ses interets economiques 

Co? 7 imisston • i i 

orientent vers le nord. 

Elle propose done ie maintien du tracd precedemment adopte par le Gonseil 
Supreme, et qui suit d’une maniere generale la ligne de partage des eaux entre la 
Mur et la Raab. 

2 °) Baranya 

Dans Fexpose definitif de ses revendications, presente a la Commission le 22 [20] 
j ; ; Delegation S.G.S. renon^ait a ses pretentions primitives sur 

Bemande de la Somogy et se bornait a reclamer en Baranya le triangle compris 
Cnattsiovene Drave, le Danube, et une ligne prolongeant vers le sud- 

ouest la frontiere accorde au Royaume dans la Bacska. 

Tout recemment, la delegation S.G.S. a recommande une petition presentee par 
une delegation de notables serbes, magyars et allemands de la Baranya. Geux-ci 
demandent que la base nord-ouest du triangle soit reculee de maniere i comprendre 
dans le territoire S.G.S. le centi’e serbe de Mohacs et la voie ferree Mohacs-Siklos. 

A. La Commission reconnait que le Danube et la Drave, dont les thalwegs se 

n ■ deplaceiit continuellement et suscitent ainsi des contestations tou- 

Cofnmhsion ° renaissantes entre les riverains, constituent des fronti^res poli- 

tiques tres defectueuses. Elle admet que cette raison justifie en principe 
la revendication yougo-siave sur la partie sud-est de la Baranya. 

B. Elle estime qu’ii n’y a pas lieu d’accueillir la petition des notables de Baranya 
qui parait inspiree par les circonstances plutot que par les affinites naturelles d’une 
population tres melangee et qui tend a priver la Hongrie d’une partie des mines 
de charbon de Pecs necessaires au developpement de cet Ltat. 

G. Les Delegations americaine, britannique et firanqaise proposent uii trace 
quittant le Danube a Fouest de Bereg et rejoignant la Drave au sud-ouest do 
Torjancs, de maniere a comprendre en territoire S.G.S. les voies ferrees reliant 
Monostor k Kiskoszeg et Osjek ainsi que les villages de Dalyok et Baranyavar,^'’ 
Ge trace, a leiir avis, 

a) — supprimerait pour le Royaume des Serbes, Creates et Slovtuies les incori- 
venients de la frontiere fluviale sans accorder a cet Etat d’avantage strategique 
menayant pour la Hongrie; 

b) ■ — assurerait dans des conditions satisfaisantes la vie economique des popu- 
lations; 


c) — satisferait les aspirations nationales des villages slaves qui s’adosseiit aux 
coilines situees entre Kiskoszeg et Monostor. 

B. La Delegation italienne estime que la frontiere la plus juste au point de vue 
rnilitaire entre la Hongrie et la Yougo-Slavie dans la Baranya orientale serait 
"3 The original had here a footnote referring to annex i to this appendix. This annex, 
not printed, contained a detailed trace by numbered geographical points of the proposeci 
frontier between Yugoslavia and Hungary in the Baranya. 



onstituee par la crete des collines situees entre Kiskoszeg et Monostor. Gependant, 
n consideration des interets locaux invoques par les Yougo-Slaves, elle se rallie 
a la solution proposee par les autres Ddegations. 
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Note adressie au Conseil Supreme des Allies par la Commission des Affaires Roumaines 
et Tougo-Slaves 

PARIS, le 2^ juillet igig. 

La Commission des Affaires Roumaines et Yougo-Slaves a examine ; 

1°) — Les protestations elevees par la Delegation du Royaume des Serbes, 
Creates et Slovenes, dans ses lettres en date des 10 et 16 juillet, centre la frontiere 
precedemment attribuee a cet Rtat; 

2°) — Les nouvelles revendications presentees par la meme Delegation en ce qui 
concerne la Bacska; 

30) — La question de File d’Ada-Kalessi. 

Elle a riionneur de soumettre ci-apres au Conseil Supreme ses conclusions sur 
ces divers points. 

Banat 

I. Banat mMdional. 

A. Revendication de la Ddegation Serbe-Croate-Slovme: La Delegation S.G.S. re- 
vendique la region de Bazias en faisant valoir principalement : 

a) — la predominance de Felement slave sur Felement roumain dans cette 
region; b) — les droits domaniaux que les habitants des communes du 
Banat serbe, anciens soldats du 14® I'egiment frontiere, possedent sur les 
forets de la Klissoura. 

B. Avis de la commission: La Commission est d’avis de maintenir, dans une region 
oh deux liltats allies sont seuls en cause, la frontiere precedemment fixee par la 
Commission apr^s une etude minutieuse et notifiee par ie Conseil Supreme aux 
interesses. 

Elle estime qu’il peut y avoir lieu, apres etude et vmfication des droits domaniaux 
possedes par les communes du Banat Serbe sur les forets de la Klissoura, de tenir 
compte de ces droits dans les reglements d’indemnite a intervenir entre FEtat 
Serbe-Croate-Slovene et la Roumanie. 

II, Banat central. 

A. Revendication de la Delegation S.C.S. La Delegation S.G.S. demande une 
rectification de la frontiere dans la region de Zsombolya-Modos de maniere : 

a) — a assurer ces communications directes par voie ferree entre Nagy-Kikinda 
et Versecz ; 

b) — ■ a ne pas detruire au detriment de FEtat S.G.S. Funite du systeme hydro- 
technique des rivieres Aranka, Bega et Temes qui alimentent les canaux 
d’irrigation de la plaine du Banat. 

B. Avis de la Commission. La Commission est d’avis, pour les raisons exposees plus 
haut, de maintenir la frontiere precedemment adoptee et notifiee aux interesses. 

Elle estime qu’il y a lieu de signaler a la Commission du regime international 
des ports, voies d’eau et voies ferrfe la necessite de prendre des dispositions inter- 
nationales pour maintenir et developper, au b&efice egal des divers Etats entre 
lesquels est partage le Banat, le regime des canaux d’irrigation du Banat. 
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III. Banat septentrional. 

La Commission a reserve cette question pour une etude plus approfondie qui 
demandera encore queiques jours. 

Bagska 

A. Revendication de la Delegation S.C.S. La Delegation S.G.S. revendique la ville 
et la region de Baja en faisant valoir: 

a) — que cette ville compte 34.000 slaves sur Sg.ooo habitants; 

b) — que Baja est en relations economiques etroites avec Zombor, ville pre- 
cedemment attribuee a I’fitat S.G.S. ; 

c) — que Baja joue un role important dans le systeme hydro technic[iie de la 
Bacska. Le canal Francois Deak qui dessert la partie nord de cette province 
est, en efFet, alimente par des installations hydraulic|ues etablies a Baja, 

B. Avis de la Commission. La Gommission est d’avis de maintenir la frontiere 
precedemment adoptee dont Fextension vers le nord ne serait pas justifiee par les 
conditions ethnographiques dans la rdgion de Baja. 

Elle estime qu’il y a lieu de signaler a la Gommission du regime international 
des ports, voies d’eau et voies ferrees, la necessite de prevoir des dispositions d’ordre 
international pour garantir le bon fonctionnement du canal Francois Deak, situe 
en territoire serbe-croate-slovene, au moyen des installations hydrauliques laissees 
en territoire hongrois. 

Ile d’Ada-Kalessi 

Par tdlegramme en date du ii juillet,^'^ le General Franchet d’Esperey a fait 
connaitre que Roumains et Serbes-Groates-Slovenes revendiquaient respective- 
ment File d’Ada-Kalessi, situee dans le Danube en face d’Orsava, laissee a la 
Turquie par le Traite de Berlin de 1878 et occupee par FAutriche-Hongrie en 1908. 

La Gommission considerant que File d’Ada-Kalessi etait occupee par FAutriche- 
Hongrie, propose qu’elle soit attribuee a la Roumanie, heritiere de FAutriche- 
Hongrie pour la Transylvanie qui est riveraine du Danube en face de File. 

Elle demande que les clauses de Farticle 52 de Facte final de Berlin qui stipulent 
la dwnilitarisation de File soient maintenues et, s’ii est besoin, confirmees. 

Appendix I to No. 25 

Note adressee au Conseil Supreme des Allies par la Commission des Affaires Roumaines 
et Tougo-Slaves sur la Bukovine 

VAms,, k 30 Nidlet jgig, 

Dans son rapport N° i du 6 avril 1919, la Gommission des Afl'aires roumaines 
et yougo-slaves prenant en consideration les aspirations nationales des Roumains 
de Bukovine, les attaches economiques de cette region avec la Roumanie et eniin 
Favantage que les Ruthenes de Bukovine trouveraient a s’associer avec les Rou- 
mains, avait admis en principe qu’il serait juste de rattacher la Bukovine ioute 
entiere a la Roumanie. 

Elle avait toutefois rectifie les frontieres historiques de la Bukovine au desa- 
vantage de la Roumanie sur deux points: au nord, pour eviter de couper la voie 
ferree qui relie les deux villes gaiiciennes de Kolomea et Zaleszczyki, a Fouest 
poui' reserver le sort des populations ruthenes habitant, en masses compacics, le 
bassin de Gzeremosz. 

■ - ^4 Xhis telegram, not printed, was appended to the original. 



Le Gonseil Supreme avait approuve ces propositions. 

territones ainsi detaches de la Bukovine et qui sont en 
m -t iTr? T foumames n’ont ete attribues a aucun £tat. D’autre 

d^a, inSi ■ ^ laquelle ils confinent, a dte confiee, sous des garantics 

a aiKonomie, a i administration de la Republique Polonaise ^ ^ 

et ^ette situation nonvelle, la Commission des Affaires roumaine^- 

)oiigo.daves a soumis ses conclusions precedentes a un nouvel examen 

Delegation Polonaise, loin d’^ever' aucune 
pietention sur ime partie quelconque de la Bukovine, s’est montree nliitot rl,\. ^ ' 

a consemir a la Rou.nanie une extension de territote dan^cette jfgbn 
Considerant d autre part qu’il y aurait un int«t politique a donner satisfaction 

-■ 2 

la du temtoire roumair 

I a Pom ^ I":°>o“'-*a-Zaleszczyki necessaire aux communications de la Galicie • 

mande^lu Com-il S « yougo-slaves a I’honneur de recoml 

enSre\rri^r '''= '■attacher a la Roumanie la Bukovine toutc 

i ci^Xte!’ ' “ I'approbauon du Consei! est decrit dans I’annex; 

Annex i to Appendix I 
Trace de lafrontiere roumaine en Bukovine 

»4ts%"StTali^zfz^^^ Dniester jusqu’en un point ^ environ u kilo- 

en^et'S^ritSS 

Sniatyn a environ 1 1 km. au S.-E. d’PIorodenka ^ ^ ^ Hoiodenka et 

-Heir ^ par les cotes 3i7-„2 et ago. 


Appendix L to No. 25 
Delegazione Italiana per La Page. 

Sezione Militare. 

Livramn A la Tchko-Slovaquie d’Ar^ et Munitions de la part de VAntrichc 
Allemande 

coSm erdtu: ?S 

Punctuation as in original. 

Not printed. For the text of this teiegram see No. minute . i. 
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A ce sujet il faut remarquer ce qui suit: 

lo — Lg Gouvernement tcheco-slovaque depuis le mois de mai dernier deman- 
dait, par Fentremise de M. Allize, representant du Gouvernement francais a 
Vienne, la cession d’armes et de munitions de FAutriche alleniande au General 
Segre, representant italien a Vienne, qui consentit pleinement a cette requete. 

2° ■ — En nieme temps le Gonseil Supreme de Guerre de Versailles, tout en 
indiquant les moyens pour mettre I’armee tcheco-slovaque en condition de resister 
a la contre-offensive Iiongroise des premiers jours de juin, proposait dans sa reunion- 
du 7 juin que le ravitaillement de cette armee fut intensirie avec du materiel de 
guerre de FAutriche allemande et que la cession de ce materiel fut faite toiitefois 
par Fentremise de la commission italienne d’armistice a Vienne. 

Le Gonseil des Quatre, reuni le 9 juin approuva pleinement cette proposition 
du Gomite de Versailles. 

Peu apres, dans le courant du mois de juin, le Marechal Foch priait par lettre 
S.E. le General Diaz de donner des instructions au General Segre afin que la 
cession de materiel de guerre de la part de FAutriche a la Tcheco-slovaquie fut 
facilitee et acceleree. 

30 — Ces instructions furent donnees, et, en efFet, en date du 25 juin, le G.Q^.G. 
italien communiquait que la mission italienne a Vienne avait obtenu du gouverne- 
ment austro-hongrois la cession a Farmee tch<eco-slovaque de 20.000 fusils, 500 
mitrailleuses, 50.000 coups d’artillerie, quelques millions de cartouches, cession 
qui resulte €tre en voie d’execution. 

En outre, ^ la date du 30 juin, il avait ete deja fourni a la Tcheco-slovaquie le 
materiel suivant: 

Materials italiens : 

130 — mitrailleuses Fiat; 

1.800 — mousquets modMe 91 ; 

1.105 — revolvers; 

3.000 — poignards; 

21.728 — fusils modele 91; 

3.210.000 — cartouches pour mitrailleuses; 

1.144.800 — ,, „ armesmod. 91; 

200.000 — ,, „ armes mod. 91 reparees; 

200.000 — ,, a balle explosive; 

108.000 — „ pour mousquets; 

30.000 — „ „ revolvers 7.65. 

Materiel de Fex-monarchie austro-hongroise: 

3 — batteries de 15 c/m de (quatre pieces chacmie) 

4 — 53 3 > 10 » id. 

8 - „ „ 8 „ 

132- — mitrailleuses Schwarzlose; 

15.800 — fusils autrichiens; 

31.000 — series completes (fusil autrichien) ; 

17.000 — series de buffleteries; 

6.000 — coups de 15 c/m; . 

16.000 — „ „ 10 „ 

33.000— „ „ 8 „ 

10.080.000 — cartouches pour fusils autrichiens. 
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No. 26 


H. D. 22.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs room at the Qiiai dHrsay, Paris, on Saturday, 

August 2, igig, at g.go pan. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire :Thc Pa. Hon. A. J, Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir Ian Malcolm. 

France-. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber» 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy. M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Chapin. British Empire: Gapt. E. 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Gol. A. Jones. 

Interpreter : Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

I. M. Glemenceau informed the Council that he had received a wire- 

less message from Lt.-Gol. Romanelli, commanding the Italian 

Military Mission at Budapest. This message was addressed to 
Glemenceau. 

M. Mantoux then read the dispatch contained in Appendix A. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought there was some misunderstanding as to 
the acceptance of proposals by the Allied Powers. He did not think the 
Allied Powers had made any proposals, as was suggested in the message. He 
thought that what was alluded to was the plan explained by General Boehm 
to the Allied Representatives in Vienna. He had himself received a telegram 
from Vienna, which did not quite agree with the message read out. Accord- 
ing to his information, General Boehm and M. Beidl [? Piedl] had told the 
Prince Borghese and Colonel Cunningham that if the Roumanians were 
stopped, they would be able to form a Government more completely repre- 
sentative of public opinion. 

M. Glemenceau asked whether it was General Boehm who had caused 
the Revolution. 

M. Tittoni said that the proposals had been made by General Boehm as 
representative of the Socialists and of the Labour Party. It was necessary 
that tlie Allies should take precautions not to be deceived a second time. 

M, Glemenceau observed that there was no motive for negotiating a 
second armistice. There was already one. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was in agreement. He thought the proposals 
referred to were tliose contained in the message discussed on the 26th of July. 
(See H. D. 14,^ Appendix A.) He had no objection to these proposals, but 
what lie did object to was that the responsibility for them should be laid 
upon the Allies. The Gouncil was concerned with the armistice and its 
observance. It was not concerned with the internal Government of Hungary, 
No proposals had been made by the Gouncil. That was the first point that 
should be made clear, . 

No. 18. 
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M. Glemengeau said that the second point to make clear was that there 
was already an armistice, and no need of a new one. 

Mr. Balfour said that it was clear that hostilities must stop, but no new 
contract was required for this. The Roumanians could be told to stop by 
the Council, and they must obey. The Hungarians must also be told that 
they were not authorised by the armistice to advance. 

M. Glemengeau said that on this subject he wished to ask Marshal Focli 
a question. Was it not true that the present line of the Roumanians was quite 
different to the line they held under the armistice? 

Marshal Fogh said that the line was in fact quite different. It was at the 
present time the line of the Theiss. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Council about the 13th of June (see G, F. 65, 
minute 12 and appendices^), had ordered the Roumanians to go back from 
the line of the Theiss within their own frontiers. They had not done so. Their 
excuse had been that as the Hungarians had not disarmed as they were bound 
to do under the armistice, it was impossible for them to risk giving up a 
defendable line for one which was strategically far worse. Under the present 
circumstances, he thought that the Roumanians should be ordered to with- 
draw to the line originally laid down for them. 

M. Tittoni thought that an order of tliis kind should be deferred. He 
thought for the time being that the Roumanians should be ordered to stop 
on the positions they now held. If the Hungarians gave evidence of good 
behaviour, the Roumanians could then be told to withdraw within their own 
frontiers. If, on the other hand, the Hungarians were again deceiving the 
Allies, any withdrawal of the Roumanians would be regretted. Should the 
Hungarians do all that was required of them, it would be easy to order the 
Roumanians to withdraw, and they would certainly comply. 

M. PiGHON said that there was another reason in favour of this. When 
the Roumanians had been assigned the armistice line, they had made it clear 
that it was indefensible. Nevertheless, they had conformed to it. Then they 
had been attacked, and, in order to repel attack, they had advanced to the 
Theiss, It would clearly be unfair to them to order them now to al^andon 
that line. It was the Hungarians who had really violated the essential clauses 
of the armistice by maintaining a larger army than was allowed to them. 
The first necessity, therefore, was to force the Hungarians to reduce their forces. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought there was no great difference between 
his views and those of M, Tittoni and M. Pichon, Historically, however, he 
thought that M. Pichon was not quite accurate. He did not think that the 
Roumanian advance to the Theiss had been made as a consec|uence of attack 
by the Hungarians. The Roumanians had gone to the Theiss, and the 
Council had stopped them there J The Council had then ordered them to 

- Printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xvi, p. 399 f. 

3 The relevant sequence of events had been as follows ; on February 26, 1919, the Supreme 
Council decided to establish in Hungary a neutral zone under Allied occupation between 
the Roumanian and Hungarian forces (see No. 13, minute 3) which were confronting each 
other as a result of the Roumanian advance north-westwards from the river Maros. The 



go backj and they did not do so. They had given no official reason for this, 
but, privately, M. Bratiano had explained that he must keep a defendable 
line against the large Hungarian army, 

M. Glemenceau said that this explanation had also been given officially. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had not been aware of this. In any case, the 
Hungarians had attacked the Roumanians on the plea that the latter had 
not observed the armistice. The Hungarians had been defeated, and Bela, 
Kuii’s Government had fallen. He quite agreed that the Council should 
avoid making the same mistake as before, but, personally, he would not make 
it a condition that they should have a humane and orderly Government or 
any specific kind of G overnment whatever. This was an interference in their 
domestic affairs. He would adhere strictly to the armistice, and call on the 
Hungarians to observe it. It might further be added that if the Government 
set up in Hungary were such as could be recognised, the Allies would make 
peace with it speedily, 

course of this river to its junction with the Theiss had formed part of the line behind which 
the Hungarian forces were required to withdraw in accordance with article i of the military 
convention of Belgrade of November 13, 1918; the Roumanian advance beyond this line, 
which had the presumed object of occupying Transylvania up to the line established by the 
Treaty of Bucharest of August 17, 1916, might, however, be held to be compatible with the 
provision in article IV of section A of the armistice of Villa Giusti of November 3, 1918, that 
‘armies of Associated Powers shall occupy such strategic points in Austria-Hungary at such 
times as they may deem necessary to enable them to conduct military operations or to maintain 
order.* (For a report to the Supreme Council on the Roumanian advance in February 1919, 
see Papers Relating to the Foreign Affairs of the United States: The Paris Peace Conference jgig, vol. 
iv, p. 59.) The demarcation line assigned to the Roumanian forces on the eastern side of 
the neutral zone by the decision of February 26 was the line Arad-Nagy Szalonta-Gross- 
wardein (Nagyvarad)-Szatmar Nemeti. This was evidently the ‘armistice line* referred to by 
M. Pichon. See No. 1 3 , note 6, for the fall of Count Karolyi’s government on March 21, 1919, 
and the establishment of that of M. Bda Kun in consequence of the communication to the 
former of the Supreme CounciPs decision of February 26. On April 1-2 the Supreme Council 
charged General Smuts with a mission to Budapest in order to examine the general working 
of the agreements of November 3 and 13, 1918, and in particular the arrangement providing 
for the neutral zone. General Smuts proposed to the Hungarian Government that it should 
acknowledge its obligations under the conventions of November 3 and November 13, 1918; 
Hungarian forces should he withdrawn behind the western demarcation line of the proposed 
neutral zone, which was now delimited in a manner more favourable to Hungary than 
previously; the line of demarcation was to be without prejudice to territorial adjustments 
which might be embodied in the eventual terms of peace; Allied troops would occupy the 
neutral zone and the blockade against Hungary be lifted. On April 5, 1919, the Hungarian 
Government accepted these proposals, but on condition that the Roumanian forces should 
withdraw behind the river Maros. General Smuts rejected this condition and left Budapest 
forthwith. On April 1 6 the Roumanian forces, alleging Hungarian provocation, commenced 
an attack along the front and had by May l reached the river Theiss, where their ad\^ance 
wa.s halted. On April 28 the Roumanian Government addressed to the British and other 
Allied diplomatic representatives in Bucharest a note justifying the Roumanian advance to 
the Theiss and representing, among other things, the alleged advantages of an occupation 
of Budapest by Allied forces. On May 30 General Franchet d’Esperey was informed that 
the Supreme Council was agreed ‘that the Roumanian proposal that their Army should 
march on Buda-Pesth must not be carried out’; the Roumanian delegation in Paris was 
similarly informed. For subsequent action by the Supreme Council in this matter see 
No. 3, minute 2 and note 5, 
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M. Tittoni said that he thought there was really agreement. He pointed 
out that General Boehm at Vienna had not asked for a withdrawal of the 
Roumanian troops, but for their advance to stop. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Council had no cognisance of General 
Boehm, 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Council had not made a declaration in any 
manner tying its hands. 

M. Clemengeau said that all that had been done was to make a general 
declaration to the world (PI. D. 15, para. 2^). 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Council was not tied in any other way? 

M. Clemengeau said it was not. It appeared to him that the Council was 
agreed that the understanding alleged in the message, between General 
Boehm and Prince Borghese was not binding on the Council, and that it was 
unnecessary to negotiate any new armistice as the old one was still in 
existence. 

M. Tittoni said that though there was no agreement between General 
Boehm and Prince Borghese, nevertheless, the Allied agents in Vienna had 
been instructed to conduct conversations with General Boehm, the result of 
which had been certain proposals agreed to by General Boehm. 

(It was then decided to send a telegram (see Appendix B) in reply to the 
wireless message received from Lt. Col. Romanelli at Budapesth, dated 
August 1st.) 

2 . 

Danish regard. [Not printed] 

ing expenses of plebis- 
cite in Siesvig 

3* 

DM request for war- [Not printed]^ 

ships at Flensburg 

4. 

Reference to a Commission [Not printed]* ■ 

of articles proposed by the 
Ggeek Delegation for inser- 
tion in the Treaty of Peace 
with Bulgaria 

No. ig, minute 2. 

It was decided to notify the Danish Government that in the opinion of the Supreme 
Council the British warship then in Danish waters, together with the French warship thczi 
proceeding thither, should be a sufficient naval contribution towards maintaining order 
in the plebiscite zone of Schleswig. 

® The articles proposed by the Greek Delegation (Appendix G in original), and referred 
by the Supreme Council to the Commission on Political Glauses, Concerned arrangements 
in connexion with the cession of Bulgarian territory to Greece and corresponded mutatis 
mutandis with articles 32-7, 56, and 67 of the Treaty of Versailles, The most important of 
the proposed articles constituted drafts for what subsequently became articles 42-5 of the 
Treaty of Neuiliy (see also No, 33, minute 5). 



5- (Marshal Foch and the Military Representatives at Versailles entered 
the room.) 

Strength of the. MARSHAL FoGH read a statement regarding the Bulgarian 
Bulgarian Army „ , o o o 

forces (see appendix D},^ 

Mr. Balfour said that his comment on the conchision of the statement 


read by Marshal Foch, was that it would appear that the Allies must make 
a peace agreeable to Bulgaria because they were unable to enforce a disagree- 
able one. He was not very willing to acquiesce in such a conclusion unless 


it were inevitable. 


Marshal Foch said that Bulgaria had nine divisions. These divisions 
were easily convertible to war strength. Against them were very weak Allied 
forces. The British force consisted of 40 men, the Italian of one battalion, 
the French of two divisions, which would be reduced by demobilisation to 


15,000 men. There w^'ere also two thin Roumanian divisions, one Serbian 
brigade and six Greek divisions. The last represented the bulk of the available 
forces. 


M. Glemengeau asked Marshal Foch what he thought of the military 
value of the Greek divisions. 


Marshal Foch said that he was not prepared to express any opinion. 
M. PiGHON observed that General Guillaumat^ had thought well of them. 


^ Not printed. In this statement, dated August 2, 1919, the Allied General Staff reported 
that the Bulgarian Government had duly complied with the terms of the armistice of 
September 29, 1918, and had agreed to effect supplementary military reductions required 
by General Franchet d’Esperey: these appeared, however, to be insufficient for ensuring 
continued security. Under the heading ‘Conclusion’ the report stated: 

‘La Bulgarie a la possibilite de mettre en ligne assez rapidement des effectifs importants 
et bien armes, susceptibles de constituer, non une armee mamuvriere rnais de trfes solides 
groupements de resistance, capables de s’opposer, par la force, a I’execution des conditions du 
traite de pak. 

‘Pour modifier, son avantage, cette situation dangereuse, I’Entente devrait exiger la 
dissolution immMiate de la majeure partie des unit& existantes, et le verseraent aux Allies 
des armes et des munitions. 

‘Mais cette exigence pourrait entrainer un refus. 

‘Or; 

— les Grandes Puissances ne disposent pas, sur place, des forces suffisantes pour imposer 
par la force I’acceptation de semblables conditions; elles ne paraissent pas disposees, d’autre 
part, a envoy er de nouvelles forces en Bulgarie; 

— les disponibilites serbes et roumaines sont faibles ou inexistantes, celles des Grecs 
sont a demi absorbees par la campagne d’Asie-Mineure. L’ensemble de ces contingents 
heterog^nes et divis& par I’interet ne serait d’ailleurs pas suffisant pour rornpre le bloc 
bulgare; son intervention ne ferait qu’exasperer le sentiment national en Bulgarie ct 
aggraver les conflits, 

‘C’cst done en definitive, par le traite de pak, que la question bulgare sera reglee. 

‘Mais il est bien dvident que les dangers qui viennent d’etre signales pourront se reproduire 
pour les memes raisons, si I’Entente impose k la Bulgarie des conditions de pak rigoureuses 
qui portent atteinte au sentiment national. 

‘II irnporte de se penetrer de cette consideration au moment oti la demobilisation de ses 
armees enleve a I’Entente le moyen de faire respecter ses decisions.’ 

* The predecessor of General Franchet d’Esperey in the command of the Allied Armies 
of the Orient on the Salonika front. 
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Marshal Fogh said that the troops that General Guillaumat had thought 
well of were National Defence troops. Since the check received at Smyrna 
by the Greek army, it was not unlikely that the morale of the Greek troops 
had suffered. 

Mr. Balfour said he would like to enquire whether the military stores, 
which, according to a clause of the armistice, had been deposited under 
allied guard within Bulgarian territory, could be seized by the Bulgarian 
army should it wish to resist the orders of the Conference? 

Marshal Fogh replied that the Bulgarian army could probably seize 
them. 

Mr. Balfour said it was regrettable that such a provision had been made 
in the armistice. 

Marshal Fogh remarked that when the armistice was made, better terms 
could not be obtained. 

M. Glemengeau asked whether a portion of the military material had not 
been withdrawn outside Bulgarian territory. 

General Weygand said that the firing mechanism of one-twentieth of the 
rifles, one-tenth of the machine guns, and one-sixth of the guns had been 
removed to Salonika. The remainder was still on Bulgarian soil under 
allied guard. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the allied guard would be sufficient to protect 
these stores against the Bulgarian Army? 

General Weygand replied that he thought not, but he suggested that 
General Baird, who had just come from Bulgaria, should be asked to make 
a statement on the present condition of affairs there. 

Marshal Fogh said he thought it would be well to hear General Baird. 
He thought the Bulgarian Government was not inclined to resist the Con- 
ference, but it was possible that the population might rise and gain possession 
of these stores. 

M. Glemengeau said that he was not very much alarmed by the Bulgarian 
situation. He agreed with Marshal Foch that the Government was unlikely 
to resist. As to popular risings, he thought they would not be very serious. 
Popular forces did not count much against regular troops. There were in all 
15,000 French troops and 6 Greek Divisions, which should, and must, act. 
Greece was particularly interested, and her troops would doubtless behave 
well when acting in a national cause. Moreover, some of the Greek troops 
in Asia Minor could, if necessary, be recalled. If, however, it were required, 
Great Britain and Italy would doubtless come to the rescue. Moreover, he 
did not think that Bulgaria by herself would defy the whole victorious 
Alliance. Germany had been defeated, and the only quarter to which Bulgaria 
could look was the Entente. Germany had not dared to defy the Conference, 
and it was most unlikely that Bulgaria would. He quite agreed, however, 
that it would be useful to hear General Baird, and, if then thought necessary, 
to make a communication to the Bulgarian Delegation at Neuilly. 

Mr, Balfour said he was inclined to agree with M. Glemenceau’s estimate 
of the situation. Unfortunately, Bulgaria was not the only quarter in which 
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the Allies were weak. The American GongresSj the British House of Commons 
and the French Chamber were all anxious to demobilise. 

M. Glemengeau said that modern war differed from wars in the past, and 
the weakness indicated by Mr. Balfour, which came about at the cessation 
of hostilities, applied to the enemy as well as to ourselves. He himself had 
apprehended resistance by the Germans to the terms relating to Poland, Ger- 
many, however, had acquiesced. He felt sure that Bulgaria would do likewise. 
(It was decided to request General Baird, through the British Delegation, 
to he present at a meeting of the Council on August 4th, and to make a 
statement on the present situation in Bulgaria.) 

6 . 

ScaUofpayfirfars [Not printed] 

attached to Missions of 
Control in Germany 

7, General Belin read the report of the Military Representatives at 
Versailles (see Appendix F). 

RepatMm of Rus- TlTTONI said that it was important that the prisoners 

Sian prisoners of war ,1,1 ^ 1 • n c 

interned in Germany should be repatriated m small groups. One of the reasons 

for the obstacles raised by Poland, Lithuania and other 
neighbouring States, was the fear that large batches of Russian prisoners 
should escape and take to looting. 

General Belin said that this was a point of detail which the Commission 
might deal with. 

Mr. Polk asked whether General Belin could make any estimate of the 
time that the whole operation would take. 

General Behn said that General Malcolm^ thought it should be completed 
before the end of the year. 

Mr, Polk said that from the American point of view there was a difficulty. 
There were about 800 American officers and men on duty with the American 
Mission in Germany. Owing to the American demobilisation, no money 
would be available for the upkeep of this mission, nor for the supplies of food 
for the Russian prisoners of war for the length of time indicated by General 
Belin. He pointed out that there were originally two million Russian 
prisoners in Germany, but that this total had now been reduced to 300,000, 
lie suggested that it would be as well to charge the German Government 
with the care of the remainder. 

General Bliss said that the substance of what he meant to say had 
already been explained by Mr. Polk, He would recall that it was a report by 
Mr. Hoover to the effect that the funds available for the upkeep of these 
Russian prisoners had been exhausted which had led to the examination 
of the subject at Versailles.^® He and Mr. White had recommended in 
Washington that the Armies of Occupation on the Rhine should be made 

Chief of the British Military Mission in Berlin and President of the Interallied Com- 
mission for Repatriation of Russian Prisoners of War. 

See Mo. 1 5, minute 6 and appendix B, 
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esponsible for the care of these prisoners, -but this view had not prevailed. 
It was now necessary to withdraw all American conscripted men from Europe. 
In support of this he read the following letter: — 

General Headquarters 
American Expeditionary Forces 
Office of the Chief of Staff 

August 2, 1919. 

Dear General Bliss, 

The Gommander-in-Ghief desires me to request you to use your best 
efforts with your colleagues to hasten the permission for him to withdraw 
our officers and troops in Berlin. At the time of the signing of the Peace 
orders had already been given for the withdrawal of the entire mission 
numbering approximately 700 persons. At the request of Marshal Foch 
on the 30th of June, General Pershing agreed to suspend the orders for 
a few days. On taking the matter up again on his return from London 
on the 24th of July, Marshal Foch informed him that the matter of the 
withdraw^al of our representation there had been taken out of his hands 
and was vested in the Commission to Negotiate Peace. With the conference 
between you and me on the subject since that time you are familiar. 

Without assuming to discuss the desirability of the United States 
maintaining troops in Berlin after Germany has ratified the Peace, in 
connection with the repatriation of Russian prisoners of war, we have 
imperative orders from the War Department to get all temporary personnel 
home by a certain time. It is necessary from that standpoint that the most 
expeditious action be had and a decision reached at the earliest date 
possible which will enable General Pershing to wthdraw all officers and 
men now on that mission. 

May I ask that you will help us in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

J. G. Harborb. 

Chief of Staff. 

General Tasker H. Bliss, 

American Commission to Negotiate Peace, 

Hotel Grillon, Paris. 

He suggested that the only solution was for the Allies to relieve the Americans 
of their share in this work, or for Germany to take over the whole thing. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not think the scheme elaborated at Versailles 
^very practical. What was proposed was a commission. A commission alone 
could do nothing. The American share alone at present required the services 
of 700 men. The British Red Gross had, he believed, a considerable personnel, 
and undertook a considerable share of the work. Their funds were exhausted, 
and their personnel was being recalled. It was clear that tliis system could 
not be continued. A commission without an army behind it could not a.ct 
as substitute. The Americans could not provide men. Without consulting 
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experts, he was prepared to say that the British could not supply any. He 
doubted whether France or Italy could find them. The system would, there- 
fore, break down. There was another objection. If the old arrangement were 
patched up, it would appear that the Allies still regarded themselves as 
responsible. If they undertook the responsibility and failed to carry out their 
undertakings, they would be discredited. He thought the responsibility 
should be repudiated. After peace it was quite unnecessary for the Allies to 
continue supporting Russian prisoners taken by the Germans. Fie noticed 
that it was suggested that 14.5,000 Russians should be repatriated by rail 
It would be extremely difficult to prevail upon the Poles and Lithuanians to 
forward them overland. Meanwhile, he wished to ask who should feed them. 
Another 70,000 or 80,000 were to go by sea. He had the greatest doubt 
whether shipping could be found for them except at the expense of more 
vital services. He therefore recommended that the responsibility be thrown 
on the Germans. It was a responsibility they should always have borne. If 
the Germans then applied to the Allies for assistance, it would be time to 
consider what could be done. This policy was clear and freed the Allies from 
a task which they could not undertake without incurring discredit. 

Mr. Polk then suggested the following resolution : — 

That the Council of the Allied and Associated Powers notify the [Ger- 
man] Government at once that all restrictions heretofore placed on the 
repatriation of the Russian prisoners of war in Germany are removed, 
and that henceforth the responsibility of supporting them must rest with 
the German Government. 

(This proposal was accepted.) 


8. M. Glemengeau said the question was whether or not the Baltic Com- 
mission should concern itself with the question of access to the 
Proposed Treaty galtic. 

Mr. Balfour said that access to the Baltic from the North Sea 
at present depended not on any treaty, but on immemorial 
custom. It was now suggested that this custom should be regularised by 
formal Inter-Allied sanction. This would establish a common regime for all 
the channels. In the Sound and the Great Belt traffic, he believed, had never 
been stopped by the neutrals on their shores. They interfered neither with 
trading vessels nor with warships. In the Little Belt, however, the Germans 
had stopped traffic and had laid mines. They could do so again, and this 
was not contrary either to the law of nations or to the practice thereof. If 
the proposals now before the Council (Appendix G) were accepted, all the 
channels would be made free for traffic. Whether it was worth while to. 
engage in difficult negotiations to obtain this, he did not know. 

M. DELLA Torretta explained that the Commission had not examined 
the merits of the question, as it did not know whether it was empowered to 
examine it at all, 

Mr. Polk questioned whether it would not be better to send the question 
to a Special Commission rather than to the Baltic Commission. He under- 
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stood that the Baltic Commission was not composed of naval men. This 
appeared to be a naval question. 

M, Tittoni suggested that naval experts be attached to the Baltic Com- 
mission for the purpose of examining the question. 

(It was decided that the report of the British Delegation relative to access 
to the Baltic Sea he referred to the Baltic Commission, assisted by the 
naval experts, for examination and report. 

The Baltic Commission should be responsible for summoning" a Joint 
meeting.) 


9 - (It was decided to refer the letter of the Roumanian Delegation dated 

. , , , „ . August 2nd — ^Appendix — proposing an 

Amendment proposed by Roumanian ® ^ A i? • di e 

jr, . amendment to the Economic Clauses oi the 

Dslesaiimjor insertion in the economic . -r, rm in • 

dames of tk Treaty with Bukaria Bulgarian Peace Treaty to the Economic Com- 
mission, for examination and report.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Villa Majestic, Paris, 
August 2, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 26 

Radio sans jV*'’ de Budapest le ler aout igigd^ 
A Son Excellence Georges Glemenceau, President de la Conference, Paris : — 

Le Gouvernement hongrois de la Republique des Gonseils a donri6 aujourd’hiii 
ses demissions et a ete remplace par un Gouvernement qui a declare d’accepter 
les propositions des Puissances Alliees, telles qu’elles ont ete arr^tees a Vienne le 
25 juillet par M. le Prince Borghese, Ministre Plenipotentiaire de I’ltalie, et 
Monsieur le Colonel Cunningham, Chef de la Mission Militaire Britannique a 
Vienne. 

Le nouveau Gouvernement vient de charger le soussigne dans sa qualite de seul 
Representant des susdites Puissances a Budapest, de I'emettre aux Commandants 
des armees opposees une proposition d'armistice qu’en attendant les decisions que 
Votre Excellence voudra bien prendre, je me suis permis de transmettre dii'ecte- 
ment aux susdits Commandants, dans le but d’eviter toute ulterieure effusion de 
sang. Les propositions avancees sont les suivantes ; 

JO — En attendant les decisions du Gonseil Supr«ne des Puissances Alliees et 
Associees, suspendre dans le delai le plus court possible toutes hostilites entre les 
armees alliees et Farmee hongroise. 

2® — Arreter en consequence tout mouvement en avant des troupes alliees. 

30 — Goncorder un armistice avec le Commandant de Farmee hongroise en 
arretant les iignes provisoires d’occupation jusqu’a ce que Monsieur le President 
de la Conference de la Paix ait fait connaitre ses decisions a ce sujet. Le Gouverne- 
ment hongrois deniande vivement que la ligne d’armistice pour Farmee roumaine 
soit fixee a la Tisza. 

Le Commandant de la Mission Militaire Italienne, 
Lieutenant Colonel Romanelli 

Not printed. See No. 35, appendix D. 

This message v/as published in the British press on August 4, 1919. (Engli.sh translation 
printed by F. Deak, op. cit., p. 477.) 
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Appendix B to No. 26 


Le Prisident de la Confere7ice de la Paix au Lieutenant Colonel Romamlli^ d 
Budapest ^ 


PARIS, le 3 aout igig. 

J’ai riionneur de voiis accuser reception de votre radio du aout annon^an^ 
la demission du Gouvernement de la Republique des Gonseils, la formation d’un 
nouveau Gouvernement hongrois et les declarations faites par ce dernier qui ont 
ete portees a la connaissance du Gonseil Supreme. 

Le Gonseil des Allies estime qu’il n’ [a] pas a intervenir dans la politique interieure 
de la Republique liongroise et a ce titre n’a pas a faire etat des propositions 
suggerees par deux membres des Missions Alliees a Vienne. 

Les seules bases reconnues des relations des Puissances Alliees et Associees et de 
la Hongrie sent: 1° — Farmistice du 13 novembre 1918, dont les conditions 
doivent etre respectees par le nouveau Gouvernement hongrois, tout particuliere- 
ment en ce c|ui concerne la demobilisation de Farmee; 2° — la notification de la 
Conference de la Paix en date du 13 juin pour la fixation de la ligiie sur laquelle 
doivent etre maintenues les troupes hongroises du cote des frontieres tcheco- 
slovaques et roumaines. 

Le Gonseil des Allies deniandera seuleraent au Gouvernement roumain d’ar- 
rSter ses troupes sur les positions qu’elles occupent actuellement a la suite de 
Fagression dont elles viennent d’etre Fobjet du fait de Farmee hongroise et ne le 
priera pas de les retirer jusqu’a la ligne fixee le juin avant que le nouveau 
Gouvernement de Budapest ne se soit strictement soumis aux clauses de Farmistice. 

Les Puissances Alliees et Associees attendent le nouveau Gouvernement hongrois 
4 ses actes, elles esperent que Favenement d’un Gouvernement qui ex^cutera ses 
engagements et representera le peuple hongrois hatera le moment du yetablisse- 
ment de la paix et de la reprise des relations economiques reguli^res. 


Glemengeau 


Appendix F to No. 26 

s. w. G. 448.] Report on the means of Repatriation of Russian prisoners now in 
Germany and maintained at the cost of the Allies 

By a Resolution, dated July i8th, 1919, the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Powers directed the Military Representatives on the Supreme War 
Council at Versailles: — 

‘To study, in conjunction with the Naval Experts the means of repatriating 
the Russian Prisoners of War, maintained at the cost of the Allies, in Germany.’ 

I. General Situation 

(i) Approximate number of prisoners of war to be repatriated. 

The number of Russian prisoners of war interned in Germany amounted at the 
end of April last to 250,000 men (statement of the General presiding over the 
Commission charged with the repatriation of Russian prisoners of war, 14th May, 
1919) . After eliminating some 50,000 prisoners who did not wish to return to their 

English translation printed by F. Deik, op. cit., p. 478. 
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homes (principle accepted by the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated 
Powers) and some 8,000 Letts and Esthonians already in process of repatriation by 
German coasting vessels, the total number remaining to be repatriated amounts to 
about 190,000-200,000. 

(ii) Advantages of Repatriation. 

[a) The reduction to a minimum of the time during which the Russian prisoners 
of war interned in Germany will remain a source of expense to the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

[b) The dispatch, though only to a small extent, of reinforcements to the Anti- 
Bolshevist armies. 

(f) The removal from Germany of Bolshevist propagandists, whom the Germans 
would certainly not hesitate to employ in neighbouring countries where they might 
wish to create trouble. 

(iii) The Disadvantages of Repatriation. 

(a) The repatriation of Russian prisoners of war would undoubtedly favour 
recruiting for the Red Armies. 

(b) This repatriation could not take place without a large use of maritime 
transport, and in consequence would cause, for a considerable length of time, a 
diminution in the tonnage at present available for the revictualling of the Allied 
countries. 

2. General Conditions of Repatriation 

It seems essential to lay down, as a preliminary condition, the necessity for some 
form of selection, the object of which would be to segregate those prisoners of war 
that are not suspected of Bolshevist tendencies, in order, firstly, that they should 
not be exposed to harsh reprisals, and secondly, to allow of their being drafted into 
the Anti-Bolshevist forces on different fronts, either as reinforcements to existing 
units, or as new organisations. *4 

It would also be of importance to consider the transport of this class of prisoners 
of war into the zones, where, if they could not be employed in the reconquest of 
their own country, they could at any rate be screened from all such nationalist 
rivalries as might diminish their fighting value, or bring about local conflicts. 

Lastly, the departure of these contingents ought to be studied and worked out 
in such a way as to ensure their eventual concentration as near as possible to that 
portion of the front where they would be called upon to serve. 

In this connection it would seem useful to indicate the various directions that 
repatriation would follow, on the basis of an approximate number of 200,000 
Russian prisoners of war still interned in Germany : — 

Great Russians . . . 100,000 By rail. 

Lithuanians , . . 1 5,400 ,, 

Letts . . ... 5,300 „ 

Esthonians . . . . 500 By sea- — ^Danzig to Reval. 

North Russians . . . 1 0,000 V By sea— from Stettin to 

W. Siberians . . . 17,000] Archangel. 

Note in original: Tn this connection consideration should be given to the complete 
revictualiing of any such reinforcement, or new organisations, as might be formed, and the 
dispatch of missions to regulate their absorption. This would have to be provided by the 
Allied and Associated Powers.’ 
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Ukrainians . 
Georgians . 
Cossacks 
E. Siberians 
Tartars 
Armenians . 


40,000 By sea to Odessa. 

2,200 By sea — Hambourg to Batoiim. 
1,400 By sea to Novorossisk. 

5.000 By sea to Vladivostock. 

2,200 Byseato(?), 

1.000 „ „ 


3. Conclusions 

It would seem that the different operations involved in the proposed repatriation 
cannot be prepared, nor carried out, except under the direction of an organization 
that is in close touch with the present situation of Russian prisoners of war in 
Germany, and having at its disposal, every means of studying on the spot the 
physical possibilities for concentration, embarkation, and transport, and every 
facility for dealing with these questions — 

With the ‘Allied Maritime Transport Executive Council’ so far as tonnage is 
concerned. 

With the Competent Authorities in so far as the use of railways is concerned. 


The Inter-Allied Commission at Berlin, charged with the care of Russian 
prisoners of war, transformed into an International Commission of Control by the 
addition of German Representatives and eventually of Representatives of all the 
other interested countries, will be in a position to provide most of the essential 
conditions required. It should, however, first of all be accredited to the Allied 
Maritime Transport Executive Council and to the Governments interested, and 
be given the necessary powers to deal with every question regarding the proposed 
transport with the means placed at their disposal by the Allied and Associated 
Governments. 


In view of these considerations the Military and Naval Representatives are of opinion 

(1) That the Inter- Allied Commission at Berlin, charged with the repatriation 
of the Russian prisoners of war should be made into an International Commission 
by the addition of German Delegates; and eventually of Polish, Lithuanian and 
other Delegates, as may be considered necessary. 

(2) That this Commission should be directed to study, prepare and ensure, with 
the least possible delay, the I’epatriation of the Russian prisoners of war at present 
maintained at the cost of the Allies in Germany with this reservation, that they 
conform their action to the guiding principles of the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments (principles set forth above in paragraphs 2 & 3). 

(3) That on its constitution, this International Commission should be accredited 
by the Allied and Associated Powers to the interested Governments, as well as to 
the Allied Maritime Transport Executive Council at London, 


Military 
Representative, 
French Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 

Naval' 

Representative. 


Military 
Representative, 
British Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Military 
Representative, 
Italian Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 


Military 
Representative, 
American Section, 
Supreme War 
Council. 

Naval 

Representative. 


Naval Naval 

Representative. Representative. 


Given at Versailles on the z.yth July, igig» 
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Appendix G to No. 26*5 
The Entrances to the Baltic 

1. {a) By a Treaty of 14th March 1857*^, Denmark undertook to abstain from 
levying dues on vessels passing through the Belts and Sounds, but this extends to 
mercantile vessels alone, and the treaty has little, if any, bearing on the position 
of warships. 

It appears that there is a traditional general right of transit through the Belts 
and Sounds for men-of-war. Denmark and Sweden recognise this as they have in 
practice abstained when neutral from closing the passage of the Sound to belli- 
gerent men-of-war. There is, however, no international written instrument 
embodying this right of passage. 

{b) The geographical position of Germany enables her to control the passage of 
the Little Belt, and to a lesser extent the Great Belt. 

Mote. It is to avoid this that the Peace Terms to Germany include the dis- 
mantling of all German fortifications commanding the Little Belts and 
also those on the east coast of Schleswig-Holstein (Art. 195, Treaty of 
Peace with Germany — Naval Glauses). 

{c) It is desirable that a Treaty should be arranged whereby the countries 
adjoining should undertake, when neutral, to keep open within their respective 
jurisdictions all the Belts and Channels connecting the North Sea and Baltic south 
of lat. 58° N. and west of long. 16° E. of Greenwich for passage of all merchant 
ships and warships, belligerent or otherwise, and further that a safe channel 
through these passages be guaranteed for all commercial traffic. 

2. It is considered that the entrance to the Gulf of Bothnia should be considered 
at the same time as the above, i.e. 

(i) The fortifications of the Aland Islands should be dismantled and there 

should be a prohibition against their re-erection. 

(ii) The Gulf of Bothnia should be declared an open sea, and the channels 

leading from the Baltic to the Gulf of Bothnia should be kept open, in 
time of peace or when the adjoining countries are neutral, for the passage 
of all merchant vessels and warships, whether belligerent or otherwise. 

British Delegation, 

13th June, igig. 

^5 The original of this appendix also contained a covering letter dated June 20, 1919 (not 
printed), from Sir E. Howard, then Chairman of the Commission on Baltic Affairs, for- 
warding the memorandum to M. Dutasta, drawing his attention to the question outstanding, 
and inquiring on behalf of the Cormnission on Baltic Affairs whether the commission should 
consider the question in consultation with naval experts. 

Text in British and Foreign State Papers (1836-3^), vol. xlvii, p. 24 f. 



No. 27 


H. D. 23.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichorCs Room at the Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday^ 

August 4, igig, at j.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empirei ’Th.Q Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir Ian Malcolm. 

France'. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. P. Chapin. British Empire: Gapt, E, 
Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Fortier, Italy: Lt.-Gol. A. Jones. 

Interpreter; Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

I. (Marshal Foch, General Weygand, Mr. Hoover and Mr. Waterlow 

entered the room.) 

Hungary HoovER said that the situation had changed since he last 

attended the Council. The Roumanians were now entering Buda- 
pest. What he proposed was a relaxation of the blockade, the opening of the 
Danube and the supply of foodstuffs to Hungary from the Banat. He thought 
action should be taken without delay. The new Government, though very 
radical, represented the trade unions. He thought trade unionism was an 
instrument that should be used to upset Bolshevism. If this were a correct 
estimate the present Hungarian Government should be encouraged as a very 
important reaction, even on Russia, might result. A member of the Food 
Administration in Vienna held the opinion that the new Government might 
take in a certain number of peasants. This might lead to a really representa- 
tive Government, 

Mr. Balfour asked whether Mr. Hoover had read the telegram sent by 
the Council.^ He thought the conclusion of that telegram contained a policy 
very similar to that Mr. Hoover recommended. 

Mr. Hoover said he had read the telegram. The only thing that it did not 
mention was relaxation of the blockade, the opening of the Danube and the 
supply of food from the Banat. He thought these measures represented the 
practical application of the policy outlined in the telegram, and that instruc- 
tions to that effect should be given at once. As long as the Council was able 
to threaten a reimposition of the blockade, it would be able to control the 
situation. A week or two of relaxation would not give the Hungarian 
Government such economic strength as to make it independent. If the 
Government by then had not shown itself satisfactory by fulfilling all the 
conditions of the armistice, by demobilising and by doing what the Council 
wished, the blockade could be reimposed. If, on the other hand, action were 
not taken at once the opportunity would be lost. 

t See No. 26, appendix B. 
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Mr. Balfour said he thought that the Council should both re-open the 
Danube and declare that it would close it again if it so wished. 

Marshal Foch said that he had no objection to raise. 

M. Tittoni agreed but he thought that it should be made clear that the 
Hungarians must conform to the armistice. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that Mr. Hoover should furnish a draft. 

Mr. Hoover then suggested a draft, which after some amendments 
suggested by M. Tittoni, was adopted in the following form : — 

Tt is agreed that instructions should he sent to the representatives of the 
various Mlied Governments at Vienna and to the Blockade Commission 
in that area and to the Danube River Commission and to General Franchet 
d’Esperey that the Blockade on Hungary shall be lifted at once and that 
the Danube shall be opened and shall remain opened so long as the present 
Hungarian Government gives practical evidence of its intention to comply 
promptly with the conditions of the armistice.’ 

Mr. Hoover continuing said that there was a surplus of food in the Banat. 
The Council had tried to supply Vienna from this surplus. The Serbians, 
however, had stopped the exit of the supplies. The Banat was now the only 
source from which Budapest could be fed. One of the reasons for the 
obstacles raised was that German agents were offering bigger prices for 
the food than could be afforded by the Allies. The result of all this was that 
the relief of Vienna and Budapest was jeopardised. He asked whether the 
Council would be ready to address a request to the Government of the Serbs, 
Groats and Slovenes not to hamper the export of foodstuffs from the Banat. 

Mr. Balfour said that Mr. Hoover put the blame in one sentence on the 
Serbian Government for the stoppage of relief from the Banat, and in another 
said that the reason was that German agents outbid everyone else. If the 
latter were the case, he could not understand why the Serbian Government 
was to blame. No Government could make a merchant sell cheap if he could 
sell dear. 

Mr. Hoover said that the explanation was a very long story. The 
Economic Council had negotiated the cession of an iron bridge to the 
Serbians in exchange for foodstuffs. The Serbian Government had put an 
embargo on all food exports from the Banat. By means of this, the Serbian 
Government entirely controlled the direction taken by food exports. The 
intervention of the Germans had only complicated the question. The main 
element, however, remained the control of the Serbian Government. There 
were in the Banat 500,000 or 600,000 tons of food, the only source of supply 
from which Vienna and Budapest could be fed. He had prepared a draft 
to be addressed to the Serbian Government which might perhaps be too 
strong, but which might form the basis of the re-draft. He then read the 
following draft:— 

‘The Council is informed by the Supreme Economic Council and by its 
various Allied representatives that there is a very considerable surplus of 
foodstuffs now lying in the Banat and surrounding counties and that with 
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the impending''favourable harvest in Greater Serbia there is now no reason 
for the reservation of these supplies from general distribution through 
Central Europe. The continuation of provisioning of Vienna is absolutely 
dependent upon the free shipment of these supplies to that city and the 
recent overturn of Government in Budapest makes it of prime interest to 
the Allies and to all hope of stability in Central Europe that the city of 
Budapest should be given every facility for the purchase and export of 
foodstuffs from these counties, 

‘Therefore, the Council wishes to urge upon the Serbian Government in 
the strongest terms that not only will the greatest contribution be made by 
Serbia towards the re-establishment of order and stability in the countries 
adjacent to her borders, but that the dictates of humanity demand that 
no obstruction of any character shall be placed in the way of food exports 
from the Banat to the surrounding counties and that, in fact, the Serbian 
Government is requested to join with the Allies and through their various 
agencies in promoting the export and distribution of these supplies. The 
Council hopes for an early and favourable reply to this representation, 
the importance of which it cannot over-emphasize, and it trusts that the 
Serbian Government will realise that unless the Allies can receive co-opera- 
tion in the labours they have undertaken for the restoration of stability in 
Central Europe that [sic] it is impossible that the Allied Governments should 
continue the economic support which they have given and expect to con- 
tinue giving to the Greater Serbian Government,* 

M. Glemengeau said that before pursuing this question any further, he 
wished to inform his colleagues of two communications he had received — 
the first from Lt. Col. Romanelli (Appendix A) and the second from the 
new Hungarian Government (Appendix B^). Under these conditions, M. 
Clemenceau said that he approved Mr. Hoover’s policy. 

M. PiGHON said that he thought it was overstepping the mark to threaten 
Serbia, The measures taken by the Serbian Government had been in accor- 
dance with the views of the Council at the time. The Government had 
acted in good faith. The Serbs were now to be asked to adopt another policy. 
This was not a sufficient reason for addressing any threats to them. 

Mr. Hoover said that he did not agree that the Serbian Government had 

^ Not printed. This message was the text of a proclamation issued by the new Hungarian 
Government under M. Peidl to the Hungarian people on August i , 1919. This proclamation 
announced the fall of the Government of M. BHa Kun, attributed to an ultimatum from 
the Allied Powers in which, according to the proclamation: ‘Elies exigent que le Gouverne- 
inent base sur le principe des Soviets soit remplace par un autre Gouvernement. C’est k 
cette condition qu’elles consentcnt a entamer les pourparlers de paix, Le Gouvernement 
de la Repubiique des Conseils Socialistes de la Hongrie a compris qu’a present une resistance 
tenace contre les Puissances de I’Entente n’aboutirait qu’a une effusion de sang.’ The new 
Government, ‘forme des chefs des syndicats arm& et disciplines de la Hongrie,’ called for 
calm and obedience in accordance with its object of maintaining order and entering into 
pourparlers with the Entente. An English text of this proclamation is printed by Baron 
A, Kaas and F. de Lazarovics: Bolshevism in Hungary: the Bela Kim Period (London, 1931), 
pp. 410-1 1, 
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acted in good faith. In respect of Vienna, the Serbian Government had 
refused to supply certain goods which had already been paid for. He agreed, 
however, that it might be as well not to threaten the Serbians. 

M. Clemengeau suggested that a re-draft of Mr. Hoover’s proposal should 
be made. He asked M. Berthelot to make a draft. 

Mr. Polk said that the latest news received was to the effect that the 
Roumanian advance guard had reached Budapest and that the Trade Union 
Government feared an occupation of the city by the Roumanians and a 
further invasion by the Czecho-Slovaks. These fears would doubtless rouse 
nationalist feelings. At two o’clock the news was that 600 Roumanian 
cavalrymen were to the west of Budapest, where they had cut all communica- 
tions with Vienna. Looting was said to have begun in the suburbs. To avoid 
worse trouble the Hungarians suggested that an inter-allied police force 
should be sent immediately to Budapest. 

Mr. Balfour asked what the Council could do to enforce good behaviour 
on the Roumanians. 

Marshal Fogh said that he did not know. 

M. Tittoni said that the Roumanians had been invited to go to Budapest 
together with the Serbs and the Czecho-Slovaks. All they had done was to 
go there by themselves. 

M. Clemengeau said that as the Council could neither blame the Rou- 
manians nor praise them, it was perhaps best to say nothing. 

M. Tittoni said that he advocated sending an Allied Mission. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed to this. He also thought it was essential 
that the Roumanians should withdraw from Budapest. 

Mr. Balfour said that if the Roumanians insisted on going forward and 
occupying Budapest the result would be the fall of the present Government in 
Plungaiy and an outbreak of nationalist feeling. He could not see what the 
Roumanians could gain either for themselves or for the common cause by 
persisting in their present course. Their only excuse previously for not with- 
drawing was that they feared an attack by the Plungarians; this they had 
no reason to fear now. The Hungarians had said that they would observe 
the Armistice ; the Council was therefore bound to give them an opportunity 
of proving that they meant what they said. It was not giving them a fair 
chance to send Roumanians to plunder the suburbs of Budapest. 

Marshal Foch said that an inter-allied character could be given to the 
occupation of Budapest either by sending allied regiments as suggested by the 
Hungarian Governm ent, or by sending missions of allied officers. The former, 
under the circumstances, it was not easy to realize. On the other hand, it 
was possible that the Roumanian Government might wish to settle the whole 
situation by itself. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Roumanian Government would then be 
solving the Council’s problems; if so the Council would settle theirs with- 
out them. 

Mr. Polk said that the Roumanians had not shown all the respect for the 
Conference that was desirable. They were not likely to treat the Hungarians 



in accordance with the laws of war. If the Council allowed Budapest to be 
looted, the eflect on Russia would be instantaneous. The whole effect of 
the overthrow of Bela Kun would be lost. Any occupation of the city was 
dangerous. lie asked whether the Roumanians could not be required to 
remain outside. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Roumanian army was not under the 
command of General Franchet d’Esperey. 

Marshal Fogh said that it was not. 

M. PiGHON said that he had sent a telegram on the* previous night to the 
French Minister at Bukarest, requesting him to ask the Roumanian Govern- 
ment to stop the advance of Roumanian troops immediately on the positions 
then occupied. He had further asked the French Minister to inform him of 
the result of his demarche. 

Marshal Fogh said that the first thing that must be done was to disarm 
Hungary. The only guarantee of disarmament was the occupation of the 
country. This occupation must be effected with the available troops. 

M. Glemenceau asked whose the available troops were. 

Marshal Fogh replied that they were Roumanian or Czech troops. 

M. Tittoni said that the worst possible results would be obtained by send- 
ing Czech troops into Hungary. The Hungarians detested the Czechs even 
more than the Roumanians. He thought an Allied Mission, if sent at once, 
could judge on the spot what measures should be taken and would be able 
to exercise sufficient moral influence to have them carried out. 

Mr. Polk said that the occupation of Budapest would make it impossible 
for the Hungarians to surrender their arms. National feeling would prohibit 
this unless the Hungarians could rely on allied protection. An allied officer 
(not American) had heard a Roumanian general say that he expected to 
plunder Budapest. If this were to happen the allies would be responsible 
should they take no steps to protest against the entry of the Roumanians. 

Marshal Fogh said that he would agree to M. Tittoni’s suggestion that a 
mission composed of allied generals with an escort of one company from each 
Power should be sent to Budapest. Tliis mission could take charge of affairs 
and reduce the Roumanian occupation to the strict minimum necessary. The 
president of the mission could be chosen by the Great Powers. 

Mr. Polk agreed that this was desirable. He thought action should be 
taken at once. In addition to this the Roumanians should be warned that 
no abuses would be tolerated. Fie had already that morning sent word to 
the Roumanian delegation in Paris that if any incident occurred in Budapest 
likely to rouse American public opinion against them, the consequence must 
be that the Roumanian Government could not rely on any further help from 
America in the future. He asked whether the allied military mission would 
have control over the Roumanian army. 

M, Glemenceau said that it would only have a moral influence over it. 

M. Tittoni said that the mission should have the right to tell the Rou- 
manians to withdraw if this appeared necessary. 

M. PicHON said that the sending of the mission re-established the situation 
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existing, before the establishment of the Bela Kun Goveriiiiieiit. There had 
then been a military mission in charge of the execution of the armistice. 

Mr. Polk said he thought it would be necessary to obtain from the Rou- 
manian Government an agreement to accept the decisions of the mission. 
The mission would have no authority unless the Governments concerned 
■ were notified. 

Mr. Balfour said that he agreed to the despatch of a mission provided it 
were endowed with all the authority the Conference could confer. Furthers 
he thought that the American member might be empowered to make the 
economic threat mentioned by Mr. Polk. He suggested sending for M. Misii 
and requesting him to telegraph to Bukarest that any excesses committed in 
Budapest during this needless occupation would have the most disastrous 
results. The Hungarian Government having promised to accept the armistice 
it was for the Conference to see that it did so. He would suggest, like Mr. Polk, 
that the Roumanians should occupy high ground outside Budapest, and stop 
there. He would like to ask Marshal Foch whether, if they did so, they would 
safely control the situation. 

M. Glemengeau observed that there was a hill in Buda but that all the 
surrounding country was flat plain. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether an army in the vicinity could be itself safe 
and also able to control the situation. 

Marshal Fogh said that it depended on the size of the army. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Allies could not make the same sort of economic 
threat as he had made on behalf of the United States. He further observed 
that it would be difficult for the moment to promise an American company 
as escort. He would, however, endeavour to find the men. , 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not think that he could promise any British 
troops. Admiral Troubridge,^ however, had suggested going up the Danube 
with a monitor, 

M. Glemengeau said that the mission must have written instructions. 
These instructions he hoped Mr. Balfour would draft as regards their political 
side. Marshal Foch might then add the military instructions. At the same 
time a telegram could be sent to Bukarest, stating that the Council considered 
the Roumanians responsible for any disturbances that might take place in 
Budapest and that unless they conformed to the wishes of the Conference the 
economic consequences to themselves would be to their detriment. 

M. PiCHON said that he thought it was undesirable to threaten the 
Roumanians, even though they were not obeying orders, they were helping 
the allied cause. They did not deserve to be treated like enemies. 

M. Tittoni agreed. It was possible he thought, that the withdrawal of 
the Roumanians might not be desired by the mission. He thought they 
should be informed that a mission was being sent under the authority of the 
Conference and that the Conference expected the Roumanian Government 
to order their Generals to obey the instructions given by this mission. 

3 British Admiral Commanding on the Danube, and President of a provisional Allied 
Commission for the Danube: cf. No. 41, appendix H. 
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M. Glemenqeau asked if Mr, Balfour would make a draft at once. 

M, PiCHON said that the same communication should be made to the 
Gzecho-Slovak and Serbian Governments. They would be pleased at 
receiving it and re-assured that Roumania was not to be allowed undue 
expansion. 

Mr. Polk said he had no objection. The American Delegation would like 
to go further and say that the Conference would hold the Roumanians 
responsible for any untoward incidents that might take place. On this condi- 
tion he was ready to waive the economic threat. 

(After some further discussion a draft prepared by Mr, Balfour to be 
addressed to the Roumanian Government and one prepared by M. Berthe- 
lot to be addressed to the Serbian Government were accepted (see Annex 
[Appendices] C and D).) 

(It was also agreed that the telegram addressed to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment should be communicated to the Serbian and Czeclio-Slovak Govern- 
ments.) 

(It was decided to proceed at once to the nomination of a Mission of Allied 
Generals to be sent to Budapest accompanied by a small escort of Allied 
troops.) 

(It was agreed that written instructions should he given them to be pre- 
pared by Mr. Balfour and Marshal Foch.) 

2 . 

Hearine of Swedish point [Not printed]^ 

of view on the subject of 
the Aaland Islands 

3. (The Military Representatives, General Baird, Colonel Mougin and 
Colonel Georges entered the room.) 

' . xp . 1 General Baird said that it was doubtless the intention of 

Bdrd^msituation Great Powers to make a lasting peace in the Balkans. He 
in Bulgaria assumed that was their first intention. The punishment of 

Bulgaria was their second purpose. It was therefore necessary 
so to punish Bulgaria so as not to jeopardise a lasting peace. The most 
contentious questions in the Balkans were territorial questions. As regards 
Bulgaria there were two such questions which might be said to be analogous 
to that [of] Alsace Lorraine. There was even possibly a third in Thrace. 
It was the question of Macedonia and the question of the Dobruja that 
had brought Bulgaria into the war against the Allies. Proof of this could 
be found in the fact that while the Bulgarian attitude was still undecided, 
the Allies had urged the Serbians and Roumanians to make concessions 
in these very areas in order that the Bulgarians should be inclined to take 

Count Ehrensvard read to the Supreme Council a Swedish declai'ation on this subject 
(Appendix E in original). After the' withdrawal of the Swedish representatives it was re- 
solved at Mr. Polk’s suggestion that the question of the Swedish claims to the Aaland 
Islands as embodied in the declaration be referred to the Baltic Commission for examination 
and report. 
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the allied side. What held at that time probably held now. If the Powers 
took no h’eed in this they would have to face the consequences. The Rou- 
manians had taken the Dobruja for strategic reasons, and also to penalise 
the Bulgarians. Their strategic reason need not prevail. The Bulgarian 
forces at the present time could be reduced to any extent desired, and it 
could also be laid down that no Bulgarian troops should be sent beyond a 
line from Varna to Riistchuk. The Roumanians freely admitted that the 
Southern Dobruja was Bulgarian in population; but no Roumanian states- 
man would offer to return it lest he be reproached for alienating his country’s 
possessions. It was therefore necessary to exert pressure on the Rouinaniaiis 
if a lasting bone of contention was to be removed. It would be easier for the 
Roumanians to yield to Allied injunctions than to offer the country them- 
selves. Macedonia had been taken by the Serbians in 1913 because they 
were in effective occupation; secondly on grounds of compensation, seeing 
that they had not obtained access to the Adriatic; thirdly to maintain a 
balance of power, 

Mr. Balfour asked whether Serbia had not claimed the country on the 
ground that it was peopled by populations of Serbian blood. 

General Baird replied that in 1912 Serbia had admitted the country 
was not Serbian. Only one portion of it known as the ‘contested area’ had 
been reserved for arbitration by the Czar of Russia. If the main purpose was 
to establish peace and not to punish Bulgaria, some other solution of the 
Macedonian problem must be found. No one could expect that Bulgaria 
after the war should be rewarded by an accession of territory. Macedonia 
was neither Greek nor Serbian, it was Bulgarian. Nevertheless it did not 
desire to be, and need not be placed under Bulgarian Government. The 
situation was now very different from that in 1912. Serbia had obtained her 
compensation towards the west, and there was no fear that Bulgaria would 
now become the most powerful military state in the Balkans. Very much the 
same might be said about the Greek claims to Thrace. In the opinion of all 
the allied officers in Sofia there would be a repetition of the Smyrna episodes 
if Bulgarian Thrace were given to Greece. The population was principally 
PomakA and the next most important element in it was Bulgar. He heard 
from General Bridges^ that General Franchet d’Esperey was opposed to the 
cession of Thrace to Greece. General Milne was also opposed to it as well as 
all the Allied Generals, The Greeks would not be able to administer the 
country. In addition, some of the Pomaks had appealed to General Franchet 
d’Esperey not to be put under the Greeks. He thought that should the 
Dobrudja be returned to Bulgaria, the Roumanians would never go to war 
to get it back, because the Roumanian people would feel no enthusiasm on 
the subject. He thought the same applied to Macedonia and Thrace. Neither 
the Serbs nor the Greeks would willingly wage a war to regain those areas. 
On the other hand the Bulgarians would go to war whole-heartedly to regain 
them if they were taken from them. As to the present situation, he thought 

5 i.e. Mohammedan Bulgarians. 

® Head of the British Mission with the Allied Armies of the Orient. 



a wrong impression prevailed in Paris that Bulgaria had been turbulent since 
the armistice. Bulgaria complied with every demand made, tier army had 
been reduced below the figures required by the armistice. The armistice 
allowed an army of 4,000 officers and 80,000 other ranks. The Bulgarian 
army really numbered 3,500 officers and 55,000 other ranks. There were 
8 infantry divisions instead of lo, and in each of them one class was serving 
instead of two. Bulgaria had attempted to do nothing against the interests 
of the Allies. Moreover, the AlMes had no troops, and, if a national rising 
were provoked, it would be impossible to stop it. There would, moreover, be 
no Bulgarian Government to appeal to. 

M. Glemengeau asked Marshal Foch whether the armistice enabled 
Bulgaria to maintain 10 divisions. 

Marshal Foch said that the Bulgarians had not been asked to reduce the 
number of their divisions, but to keep only 3 of them mobilised. 

General Baird said the Bulgarians had not even kept 3 mobilised. He 
observed that the Bulgarians could be very heavily fined in money, cattle and 
corn. Moreover, the Allies could administer and develop certain state 
resources such as railways and mines, and thus obtain what they required 
without touching territory and incurring the permanent hostility of the 
Bulgarians and a readiness on their part to take the side of any possible 
enemy of the Entente. He suggested that the same land of peace as the British 
Government had made with the Boers should be made with the Bulgarians. 
It would be better to have the Bulgarians on our side next time than 
against us. 

Mr. Balfour said that it might comfort General Baird to know that inside 
the Conference there had never been any idea of subordinating everything 
to a desire to punish the Bulgarians. 

M. Glemengeau thanked General Baird, who then withdrew. 

M. Glemenceau then asked Colonel Mougin to give an account of the 
present military situation of Bulgaria. 

Colonel Mougin said that the clauses of the armistice had been carried 
out by the Bulgarians as regards the number of tlieir troops. It might be 
possible, with tact, to induce the Bulgarians to disarm still further. This 
would be advantageous, seeing that if they disliked the treaty, they would 
only find weak Allied forces opposed to them. The bulk of the available 
allied force would be French. It might not be numerous enough to cope with 
the situation. It would certainly not be adequate should a popular rising 
occur. It must be remembered that in those parts every man had a rifle, 
and since the war a great many had machine guns. The question then was 
whether the Greeks could be depended on. He thought not. Of their 1 1 
divisions, 5 were in Smyrna. Their policy in that region was such that they 
would require a large number of troops to enforce it. Of the remainder, the 
bulk must be kept in Macedonia, which was not Greek, but either Bulgarian 
or Mahommedan. Thrace also, if Greece should have it, could only be held 
by force. Unless the Allies supplied the force, Greece would have to do so. 
It followed that Greek troops could not be relied on to cope with the Bul- 
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garians should they rise. This would not lighten the task of the French troops, 
which would also have to cope with difficulties of transport. The troops at 
General Franchet d’Esperey’s disposal might, if he were warned in time, be 
able to keep the railways, the stores of ammunition, and the arsenals, but it 
must also be borne in mind that the Turks would take sides in favour of the 
Bulgarians as a consequence of what had happened in Smyrna. They were 
now less anti-Buigarian than anti-Greek. In a word, throughout Thrace the 
majority was Mussulman. The Turkish peasants might be armed by the 
Bulgarians, and all would make common cause against the Greeks. His 
personal opinion was that the Allies were in a fair way to making permanent 
enemies of the Turks, who lately had been friendly. 

Mr. Balfour asked what Colonel Mougin had meant by tactful methods 
of reducing Bulgarian armaments. 

Colonel Mougin said that he thought that the methods might be left to 
General Franchet d’Esperey. All the Council need do was to tell him what 
was desired. 

(Colonel Mougin then withdrew.) 

M. Glemengeau said that he was not sure that the discussion could be 
pursued with advantage. In any case, it must be understood that French 
troops would not fight alone against the Bulgarians in the interests of Greece. 
The Greeks had gone to Smyrna, with the result known. They would also 
have trouble in Macedonia. They courted further trouble by claiming 
Thrace. He was quite prepared to give them Thrace, but not to meet the 
trouble for them. 

M. Tittoni said that the Italian battalion was there for the purpose of 
bringing about peace, not for war. 

M. Glemengeau said that the same applied to the 15,000 French troops. 

Marshal Fogh said that whatever form the treaty took, it was unlikely 
to be entirely to the taste of the Bulgarians. The cj[uestion then arose : what 
could the Allies do? There were a few French troops under General Franchet 
d’Esperey. In front of them was the Bulgarian army and its store of arms. 
General Franchet d’Esperey might perhaps prevail on the Bulgarians to 
yield some of these arms. That would be so much to the good, but it must 
be done at once, because the process of demobilisation would reduce his 
troops to a negligible quantity in a month. He therefore proposed to tell 
General Franchet d’Esperey to get possession of the Bulgarian guns. The 
Allier, would be more able to cope with the situation when the treaty was 
signed. At that time only the small states — Greece and Serbia, and, possibly, 
Romnania, would be able to furnish the police force. They would only be 
able to secure the execution of the treaty if the Bulgarians had been disarmed 
beforehand. He therefore concluded that General Franchet d’Esperey 
should be ordered to disarm the Bulgarians as far as possible. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Alhes were entitled under the armistice to 
give him this order. 

M. Glemengeau said that no such order could be given to the Bulgarians. 
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They might or might not comply with General Franchet d'Esperey’s request. 
He was inclined to ask Marshal Foch to do as he suggested under the reserva- 
tion that the use of the French divisions remained at the disposal of the 
French Government. 

Marshal Fogh read a draft telegram he proposed to send to General 
Franchet d’Esperey. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that it be made quite clear to General Franchet 
d’Esperey that he must obtain his results by diplomacy, and not by giving 
orders to the Bulgarians, who were entitled under the armistice to disregard 
them. 

Mr. Balfour thought it most unlikely that the Bulgarians would agree, 
but, if the military authorities thought there was some hope, he was quite 
ready to try. 

(After some further discussion, the telegram annexed as appendix F was 
adopted, subject to final consideration at the next meeting.) 

M. Tittoni suggested the holding of a plebiscite in Thrace. 

M. Glemenceau observed that as the population was predominantly 
Mussulman, the result would be a foregone conclusion. 

M. PiGHON suggested the country should be given to the League of Nations. 

4. The following nominations were made : — 

Appointment of Allied For France General Dupont. 

Commissioners for For Great Britain General Malcolm. 

negotiation between the General Bencivenga. 

German and Polish 

Governments^ (The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

Augusts, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 27 
Radio de Buda-Pest N° I W 136, 3/8 6 H, 10 M. 

A Son Excellence Glemenceau, President de la Conference de la Paix, a Paris. 

En accusant reception de votre depeche, j’ai I’honneur de porter a votre con- 
naissance que le nouveau Gouvernement hongrois est tout a fait dispose d’accom- 
plir dans ie plus court delai possible les conditions d’armistice. Dans ce but, etant 
en cormaissance des difficultes interieures resultantes de la crise recernment 
surmontee, ie Gouvernement me charge officiellement de vous demander d’etre 
aide par les Puissances Alliees et Associees dans I’accomplissement des conditions 
d’armistice par une representation des troupes de I’Entente dans la mesure d’un 
regiment pour chaque nation, sans que cela ait le semblant d’une intervention, 
mais seulement d’un pas qui permette la fibre manifestation de la volonte du pays. 

Lieutenant Colonel Romanelli 
^ See No. 17, appendix E. 
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Appendix G to No. 27 
Telegram to be sent to the Roumanian Government 

The Conference have received assurances from the new Government of Hungary 
that they are prepared to disarm in accordance with the terms of the Armistice 
and are anxious to work in harmony with the Allied and Associated Powers. Under 
these circumstances the Conference have resolved to send a Mission of Allied 
Generals to Budapest to see that these promises are fulfilled. The Roumanian 
Government are recjuested to give orders to the General Commanding their troops 
in Hungary to conform to the policy laid by the mission, which represents the 
Conference and will act by its authority. 

The Conference do not conceal from the Roumanian Government their great 
anxiety lest some untoward incident in Budapest or elsewhere in Hungary, should 
mar the success of the Roumanian Army. Any such incident might destroy the 
prospects of a speedy peace in Central Europe, cause infinite sufterings to its 
population, and indefinitely postpone the hopes of its economic reconstruction. 
Those whose unconsidered action was the occasion of so great a calamity would 
not easily be forgiven and could no longer count on the goodwill of the Peoples of 
the Entente, whose assistance and co-operation are so necessary, if the disasters 
which have overtaken European civilisation are to be speedily remedied. 

Appendix D to No. 27 

4 aout igig. 

Ministre France, Belgrade. 

Je vous prie de faire au Gouvernement serbe, de la part du President de la 
Conference de la Paix, la communication suivante : 

‘Le Gonseii Supreme a ete informe de la presence dans le Banat de quantites 
considerables de produits alimentaires depassant les besoins de la Serbie, et de 
Tembargo mis par les aiitorites serbes sur la sortie de ce surplus alimentaire. 

‘En raison des necessites vitales que representent Palimentation de la ville de 
Vienne et de la formation a Buda-Pest, a la place du Gouvernement communiste, 
d’un Gouvernement socialiste, qui se declai'e pret a executer les clauses de Parmis- 
tice et k agir dans le sens des decisions des Allies, le Conseil Supreme estime que 
c’est 1111 devoir d’humanite pour le Gouvernement Serbe de lever Pembargo. 

T 1 le prie formellement de donner les ordres voulus pour cpie les centaines de 
milliers de tonnes immobilisees dans le Banat soient distribuees, d’accord avec les 
agents techniques des Allies, pour assurer la vie et le ravitaiilement des populations 
de Vienne et de Buda-Pest.’ 

Appendix F to No. 27 
Frojet 

G.Q^.G.A. le 4 aout igig. 

Le Mareclial Foch, Commandant en Chef Armees Alliees, a General Commandant 

en Chef Armee Alliee d’Orient, a Constantinople. 

Primo. Des derniers renseignements que vous avez fournis il resulte que Bui- 
garie dispose, sous controle des Allies, d’un materiel de guerre tres important, 
notamment en canons, mitrailleuses, fusils, munitions d’artillerie et d’infanterie. 

Elle aurait done possibilite, en remobilisant, sinon de constituer armee manoeu- 
vriere, du moins de former de tres solides groupements de resistance, capablcs de 
s’opposer, par la force, a execution des conditions du Traite de Paix. 
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Secundo. Dans ces conditions, et pour ecarter cette eventualite dangereuse, il 
importe absolument de profiter sans retard de I’etat actual de nos forces, pour 
obtenir de la Biilgarie conditions militaires la mettant hors d’etat, le cas echeant, 
de reprendre les armes. 

11 ne s’agit pas d’ordre a imposer a la Bulgarie, en invoquant les conditions de 
I’armistice qui a deja etc execute par elle, mais d’en obtenir des conditions motivecs 
par Petat actuel des choses. 

Tertio. Dans cet ordre d’idees, mesures a prendre doivent viser nettement; 

a) — Versement immediat aux Allies, et entreposition hors du territoire bulgare 

des culasses de canon, fusils et mitrailleuses existant dans les divers 
depots de materiel on rendus disponibles par dissolution des unites 
visees au parag. {e) ci-dess[o]us; 

b) — Arret de toute fabrication de materiel de guerre, mainmise sur les arsenaux 

et controle de la production des usines on etablissements metallurgiques 
prives; 

c) — Reduction des forces mobilis6es bulgares aux seules unites chargees du 

maintien de Pordre ; 

d) — Limitation de Peffectif maximum a rnaintenir sous les armes en conse- 

quence de la reduction ci-dessus envisagee; 

e) — Dissolution, dans un delai a fixer, de toutes les autres unites, dep6t[s] ou 

noyau [x] mobilisateurs. 

Ces mesures sont enumerees suivant Pordre de leur importance. 

Qjiarto. Priere faire connaitre extreme urgence votre avis sur possibilites et 
delais d’ex6cution des mesures ci-dessus envisagees. Veuillez indic|uer, en outre, 
propositions complementaires que vous auriez a formuler au sujet de cette question. 


No. 28 

H. D. 24.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers i held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Qiiai dHrsay^ Paris, on Tuesday, 

August 5, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A,: Hon. F, L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British E77ipire : The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour ; secretaries, Mr. PI. Norman, 
Sir George Clarke [Clerk], 

Fra7ice: M, Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

M. Tittoni: secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Captain Chapin. British Empire: 

E, Abraham. France: Captain A. Fortier, Italy: Lt.-Gol. A. Jones. 
Interpreter : Professor P. J. Mantoux. 

I. The draft telegram annexed as appendix F to the minutes of the preceding 
Instructions to Ge 7 ieral tweeting, H. T>. 23 J was finally adopted. Marshal P'och 
FmnchetdEspercy was requested to forward this telegram, 

regarding disarmament 
of Bulgariajis 

I No. 27. 
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2. (Mr. Hoover^ M. Seydoux, Mr. J. F. Dulles and M, Louclieur entered 
the room.) 

M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Polk if he had any news of Budapest. 
Mr. Polk read the following telegram: — 

‘tioover, American Relief, Paris. August 5th 1919. 

‘Last night there were 15 or 20 people killed in Budapest which I have 
definitely verified. It absolutely necessary that the Roumanians be taken 
out of this situation as rapidly as possible and pending their departure 
General Gorton^ should act for the rest of the Gonimission. I was sure 
that these conflicts would take place. They also demand hostages and 
threaten definitely to kill 5 persons for each one who is injured in Buda- 
pest; naturally after their starting the killing further difficulties are apt to 
occur. The railroads are all tied up with machine-guns on the bridges. 
The police force has been dispossessed and whole city in absolute military 
control. This condition cannot continue and the movement to re-organise 
Hungary succeed, 

Gregory.’ 


Mr. Hoover said that half an hour before the meeting he had received a 
message for M. Glemenceau, from Lt.-Golonel Romanelli : — 


‘Budapest, August 4th, 1919. 

T have the honour to inform you that I communicated your orders to 
the Pligh Command of the Roumanian Army but the Roumanian troops 
have advanced in spite of this and continue to come. At the present time 
they have occupied the city of Budapest, have cut communications, taken 
hostages and made prisoner one member of the new Government. The 
Serbians also are advancing from the south and pillaging. The situation 
makes it impossible for the new Government to explain itself.’ 


M. Glemengeau said that under the circumstances it might be desirable 
to send a more threatening message than the one sent on the previous day. 

Mr. Polk said that the orders referred to in Colonel Romanelli’s telegram 
were probably those sent on the previous Sunday.^ 

M. Tittoni said that the moral of this was that the military commission 
should reach Budapest as soon as possible. 

M. Glemengeau asked if all the members had been nominated. 

Mr. Polk said that the American member had not yet been nominated, 
but informed the Council that General Bandholtz was appointed. 

The Commission was composed as follows; — 


For the United States of America 
For Great Britain . 

For France . . ' . 

For Italy . . . 


General Bandholtz. 
General Gorton. 
General Graziani. 
General Mombelii. 


(At this point. Marshal Foch and General Weygand entered the room.) 


3 Cf. No. 26, appendix B. 
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Mr. Balfour read the following draft instructions for the Interalii* a 

, , Commission to Budapest: — 

InstmcHons to Alilitary ^ 

Commission at Budapest ‘The Mission are desired : — 

( 1 ) To enter into communication with the Hungarian Government with 

a view of securing the observance of the armistice. 

(2) To report on the present position of this question, and its probable 

developments. 

(3) To enter into communication with the Roumanian generals in order 

to prevent any action by the successful army which, by rousing 
nationalist sentiment in Hungary, or otherwise, may perpetuate 
the unliEippy condition of that country and delay the conclusion of 
peace. 

‘It may be of assistance to the Mission to remind them : — 

{a) That the frontiers of Hungary having been already determined by the 
Conference, and communicated to all the Governments immediately 
concerned, it is the policy of the Conference to remove without 
any unnecessary delay all foreign troops from the country. The 
Roumanians, it should be noted, have promised to withdraw their 
armies as soon as the disarmament of the Hungarians has been 
accomplished according to the terms of the armistice. 

[b) That orders have been given to terminate the blockade of Hungary 

and to further the immediate importation of necessaries. 

[c) That the maintenance of this new condition of things must depend on 

the behaviour of the Hungarian Government to the Allied and 
Associated Powers, and 

[d) That while those Powers have not the slightest desire to interfere with 

the Hungarian people in their choice of a Government, they can 
only have dealings with one which can be trusted loyally to carry 
out its international obligation[s].’ 

Marshal Foch said that he agreed to these instructions, but would like 
to add to them certain more definite instructions regarding the Armistice. 
The Hungarians must have no more than six divisions. They must be made 
to deliver war material, not only Hungarian war material, but the war 
material left by General Mackensen’s army. He therefore suggested the 
following draft instructions : — 

‘The Mission of Ahied Generals sent to Budapest in the name of the 
Supreme Council is to be entrusted with the duty: — - 

(i.) Of supervising the execution of the military armistice signed on 
30th [13th] November, 1918, between the Allied Command and 
the Hungarian Government and in addition of the following 
measures :— 

[a) The establishment of the maximum number of effectives under 



arms, in each branch of the Hungarian Army, with the sole pur- 
pose of insuring the maintenance of internal order, 

[b] The disarmament of all demobilised units and the dispersal of 
depots or centres of mobilisation. 

{c) Delivery to the Allies of arms, munitions and war material in excess 
of material necessary for the units maintained, including material 
having belonged to General Mackensen’s army. 

{d) In concert with the Allied Staffs, to regulate the distribution of this 
material among the Allied Powers concerned, in proportion to 
the militar}^ contribution made by each, and in consideration of 
the present war situation. 

(e) Immediate stoppage of production in the arsenals or industrial 
establishments producing ^var material. 

(2) The Mission will further: — 

{a) Determine according to present circumstances the strength and 
distribution of Roumanian and Serbian troops which it may be. 
necessary to maintain on Hungarian territory to ensure order and 
the execution of the Armistice. 

{h) Arrange with the Roumanian and Serbian Commands for the with- 
drawal of any superfluous troops.’ 

Mr. Balfour said that he wished to ask two questions regarding this 
proposal. Firstly, had the Allies any right to make the terms of the armistice 
more onerous? In the armistice there had been no question of demobilising 
six divisions. He thought, perhaps this might be justified on the ground that 
Hungary had, in the interval, made war. Secondly, he agreed that the 
evacuation of Hungarian territory should be gradual and under control. 
Unfortunately Marshal Foch was not Commander-in-Ghief of the Roumanian 
Army. He was afraid that four generals escorted by two companies of inter- 
allied troops would not be able to control the Roumanian army. 

M, Glemengeau said the violation of the armistice gave the Allies a right 
to enhance the terms. 

Mr. Balfour observed that he felt uneasy in that not only were the 
armistice terms made more onerous, but the increased severity of the terms 
was coupled with orders given to the Command of the Roumanian army. 
It was probable that the first part would be carried out by the Flimgarians. 
Gould he be assured that the second part would be carried out by the 
Roumanians? If not, the Conference would incur great discredit. It might 
be argued that because the Hungarians had made war, they deserved severer 
terms, but it must be admitted that they had made war against people who 
had invaded their territory in spite of the orders of the Conference. 

Marshal Foch said that he admitted his proposals exceeded the terms of 
the armistice. The armistice, however, had been made a year ago. At that 
time it had been necessary to leave the Hungarians a certain force on a war 
footing, in order that Hungary should be defended against the Germans, who 
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were then still in the field. The situation now was quite different. It was 
quite unnecessary for Hungar)?- to maintain any forces on a war footing. The 
Hungarian army should be demobilised. As to the Roumanians, he thought 
that, if properly addressed, they would do as they ■were told. 

General Weygand said that the Roumanian Military Adviser to the Peace 
Delegation, Colonel Dimitresco, had called on him to say that the Roumanian 
army considered itself in Hungary as the mandatory of the Conference. It 
wished to carry out Marshal Foch’s orders. In other words, he asked for 
instructions from Marshal Foch, although he was not in command of the 
Roumanian army. He added that the Roumanian commander in the field 
had been instructed to send direct reports to Marshal Foch. 

M. PiGHON said that the Roumanians had not actually -disobeyed the 
Gonference. They had been given a certain frontier which they had declared 
they could not defend. While this was being discussed, the Hungarians had 
attacked them. In self-protection they had advanced beyond the line fixed 
for them. 

Mr, Balfour said that he liad no wish to make a case against the Rou- 
manians, but he thought that M. Pichon’s statement was too favourable to 
them. On the 14th June, the Roumanians had been ordered to retire by a 
certain date. They had not done so, and they had not given any explanation. 

Mr. Polk added that in February last they had flatly refused to obey the 
orders of the Conference.^ 

M. Tittoni said that he had the greatest confidence in the moral authority 
of the four generals who would go to Budapest. He believed that neither the 
Roumanians nor the Serbians would disobey them. To reinforce their 
action, he suggested that a diplomatic demarche be made at Belgrade and 
Bukarest. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that the instructions drafted by Mr. Balfour 
and Marshal Foch should be welded in one, and that M. Tittoni should 
prepare a dispatch to be sent to the Roumanians and the Serbians. 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to enquire whether an alteration of the 
armistice terms would not put the Council in contradiction with itself, seeing 
that on August 2nd the Council had addressed the Hungarian Government, 
and taken its stand on the armistice as it originally stood. 

Marshal Foch said that it was absolutely necessary to obtain demobilisa- 
tion in Hungary at the present time. A year ago this had not been desired. 
The situation had entirely changed since then, 

Mr. Polk said that whatever the reasons might be, and however good 
they might be, the Council was committed by what it had said three days 
before. 

Mr. Balfour said that Marshal Foch wished to reduce the Hungarian 
forces belo'w the figures stated in the armistice. He wished to draw attention 
to the fact that the armistice conferred on the allies a right to occupy such 
places as they wished in Hungarian territory, in order to establish peace. 
Would it not be possible to offer the Hungarians the choice either to reduce 
See No. 26, note 3. 
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at once to the allotment which was to be made to them in the Peace Treaty, 
ill which case no occupation by Allied troops would be required, or to submit 
to occupation by Roumanians? 

Marshal Fogh said that if the Hungarians were oftered two solutions, 
they would propose a third. This would lead to endless argument. He 
suggested that the militaiy mission be instructed to obtain such reduction as 
they could. 

Mr. Polk said that he did not object to any attempt the mission might 
make by persuasive methods, but he thought the Council should not contra- 
dict itself and order the generals to violate the armistice. 

Marshal Fogh pointed out that the instructions he had drawn up were 
addressed not to the Hungarians, but to the allied generals. 

Mr. Polk observed that if the Roumanians were asked to occupy Hungary 
in the name of the Conference, they would be entitled to demand the cost 
of occupation, presumably out of the available resources of Plungary. 

M. Clemengeau said that for the time being the Roumanians were asking 
for nothing. Nor was it Marshal Foch’s idea to employ Roumanians as 
agents of the Conference. He asked Marshal Foch if he required a company 
of French troops. 

Marshal Fogh replied in the affirmative. 

M. Tittoni said that he would supply a company of Italian troops. 

Mr. Balfour said that Admiral Troubridge and a monitor would be 
available from the British side. 

M. Tittoni then proposed a draft telegram to the Roumanian and 
Serbian Governments. 

(After some discussion, this telegram was agreed to in the form given in. 
Appendix A. 

It was agreed that this telegram should he communicated in [lo]Jo to 
the Roumanian, and Serbian Governments and the first part of it to the 
Hungarian Government by M. Pichon. 

It was further decided that the instructions contained in Appendix B 
should be given to the Allied Military Mission to Budapest. 

Marshal Foch was asked to transmit these instructions to each of the 
four generals i3.om.inated.) 


3. Mr. Hoover made the following statement: — • 

The coal situa- desire to again raise to the Council the coal situation in 
tion in Europe Europe. 

‘Under the direction of the Supreme Council and the 
Supreme Economic Council, my Administration undertook the promotion 
of production and so far as possible to control the distribution of coal 
during the armistice in Central and Eastern Europe. A considerable staff 
has been employed upon this labour and numerous agreements and under- 
takings entered upon, involving the old states of Austria, the Balkans, 
Poland and to some extent Germany. While the result could not be ideal 
they have at least served to maintain sufficient supplies for the transporta- 
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tion of municipal and domestic services necessary to maintain life. With 
the ending of the armistice (and tliis authority) and with, the super- 
imposition of the Reparation Commission over a considerable part of this 
problem, the supervision which we have exerted must necessarily cease, 

‘Colonel A. C. Goodyear and Colonel W. G. Atwood of our sta;fFhave 
compiled a summary (see appendix Cs) of the 1913 production and 
consumption of the principal countries in Europe (excluding Russia and 
the Balkan States) and have also conducted a careful inquiry into the 
probable production during the year 1919, based upon the experience of 
the first six months of the year. The net result shows that from a pro- 
duction of about 679,500,000 tons in the principal countries in Europe 
(except Russia) the production in these states had fallen to a rate of about 
443,000,000 tons per annum. Of the 1913 production above mentioned 
about 614,000,000 tons were consumed in these States (i.e, outside the 
Balkan States and export markets foreign to Eui’ope). In other words, 
the production has fallen approximately 236,500,000 tons, or down to 
65% of normal production. The consumption cannot be decreased in this 
ratio (35%) upon certain vital consumers, such as transportation and 
municipal and other essential services, so that a shortage for manufacture 
and household use must be on a far greater ratio. Beyond this, the very 
natural tendency of productive countries to reserve a larger degree of their 
normal consumption will and does result in an undersupply to the non- 
producing countries far below a 35% reduction. Furthermore, the 
summer accimimuiation against winter use has not been in progress and 
therefore the hardships of the coming winter are even further increased. 

Tt seems almost unnecessary to repeat the causes of this diminished 
production but they may be again summarised as due to certain specific 
causes which in fact are much in the same in [i-fr] all productive industries. 

‘To a minor degree, compared with the whole, there has been a loss of 
equipment and skill, due to the war; there has been a retardation of 
advance exploitation during the war ; there has been a relaxation of effort 
as a reflex from the physical exhaustion of large sections of the population 
through privations and the mental and physical strain of the war; there is 
a shortage of railway rolling stock for prompt movement from the mines ; 
there has been an unsettlement of political destiny of a number of coal- 
fields by the peace terms; and, above all, the proper and insistent demand 
of labour for higher standards of living in the general unbalance of 
economic conditions has been manifested in repeated strikes and other 
deterrents to production. Unfortunately European labour at many points 
has become infected with the theory that the limitation of effort below^ 
physical necessity and the obstruction of labour-saving devices will increase 
their own comfort and improve their conditions. In turn, the reactions 
from undue profits earned by proprietors during the war has brought a 

s Not printed. The conclusions of the summary were as stated by Mr. Hoover. The 
precise figures given in the summary for production and consumption in 1913 were 679, 1 50,000 
and 614,369,000 tons respectively. ' 



shock to the theory of private ownership, which has discouraged further 
investment and consequently a renewed opening of new areas which the 
maintenance of production demands. All these causes are operating to 
varying degree in different localities but their summation is shortage of 
production belov/ the living necessity of the population of Europe. 

‘With the arrival of a harvest and thus the solution of immediate food 
pressure, the problem of coal now comes to the front as the greatest menace 
to the stability and life in Europe. It is a problem domestic to Europe and 
incapable of solution from the United States. Disregarding all other 
questions, an additional load of 1,000,000 tons per month on American 
ports would indeed be a large tax in the face of the trebling of the United 
States food exports above pre-war normal. Furthermore, even such a 
tonnage would entail a tax on the world’s shipping that cannot but affect 
freight rates generally. With a shortage in production of 20,000,000 tons 
per month a contribution of even double this amount from the United 
States would be but little help. 

‘The solution of the problem demands, increased production and 
second^ organisation of distribution. 

‘It would perhaps contribute to the first problem if the coal miners and 
coal owners of all Europe could be brought to a realisation that the fate 
of European civilisation now rests in their hands to a degree equal to — if 
not greater than — in the hands of providers of food supplies during the 
next year. 

‘The solution of the second problem — distribution — ^is vital if the non- 
producing states are not to collapse and in its conduct it should be possible 
to force the maximum production in those states who are partially 
supplied. 

‘I urgently recommend that some form of coal control should be set up 
in Europe with view to the stimulation of production and to secure a 
distribution that will maintain the essential services upon which economic 
and political stability must rest. The problem cannot be solved for any 
one European country alone but the energies of all must be enlisted and 
the position of ail must be considered. It is purely a domestic problem 
for Europe.’ 

He therefore proposed the following resolution: — 

‘That the Supreme Council should invite the British, French, Italian, 
Belgian, Polish and Gzecho-Slovak Governments each to nominate one 
member to a European Goal Commission to be immediately set up to 
undertake the co-ordination of the production, distribution and trans- 
portation of coal throughout Europe. The Reparation Commission, the 
Teschen Commission, the Plebiscite Commission for Silesia, and the 
different commissions charged with matters of transport by sea, railroad 
and canal, should all be instructed to co-operate with this Goal Commis- 
sion and to assist the work of the Goal Commission to the full extent of 
their powers.^ 
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M, Loucheur agreed wth Mr. Hoover except in one particular. He 
considered that the United States should be represented upon the proposed 
commission. 

Mr. Hoover stated that American representation had been omitted 
because it was felt that this matter, was a domestic problem of Europe, 
Furthermore, the United States was faced with a crisis at home. At the best, 
the United States could only ship to Europe about 500,000 tons in a year, 
by reason of port troubles and lack of shipping. A.s production of coal in 
Europe had declined 25% this assistance was negligible. Under the authority 
of the Council he had been concerned with the coal production in Central 
and Eastern Europe, but the Reparation Commission set up under the 
Treaty was now taking charge of the mines, and his own. work was therefore 
coming to an end. 

MRo -Balfour said that he was not quite sure that he understood what 
Mr, Hoover meant by saying that the coal crisis was a European domestic 
problem. As the British representative, he might in the same way say that 
the problems of continental Europe were domestic problems in which Great 
Britain was not concerned. In reality, all countries of the world were inter- 
dependent, and dieir mutual interests in one another’s condition had never 
been better understood than by Mr. Hoover himself. Therefore, he did not 
quite follow Mr. Hoover’s reasoning in excluding America from representa- 
tion on the commission. He had no doubt, however, that the port and 
shipping difficultie.s mentioned by Mr. Hoover made it difficult for America 
to do all she would wish to do to help Europe. One portion of the resolution 
proposed by Mr. Hoover appeared to him a little obscure. He alluded to 
the passage in which it was said that the Commission should ‘undertake the 
co-ordination of the production, distribution and transportation of coal 
throughout Europe,’ Did this mean that the Commission would take charge, 
for instance, of the Belgium [i’fc] coalfields and the coalfields of Northern 
France? Would it attempt to regulate the conditions of production in 
England? As was well known to the Council, it was difficult to obtain coal 
from English coalfields even to keep British industries going. In what man- 
ner could the proposed commission intervene in the internal affairs of the 
various countries? 

Mr, Hoover said that the question of the sovereignty of commissions of 
this kind had always proved an insuperable difficulty. In practice, it had 
always been agreed that such commissions had no authority. No Govern- 
ment could give a right, even to its representative, to dispose of its national 
resources. The commissions therefore, confined themselves to giving advice 
as to ways and means, and the best methods of co-ordination. For instance, 
Germany was in a position to produce more coal than was required of her 
for indemnity purposes and for home consumption. Italy had offered a 
supply of skilled workmen; by offering a bonus on production, a surplus 
could be obtained for the benefit of the world at large. In Silesia, on the 
other hand, the production of coal had diminished 50% by reason of the 
political situation in that area. The Relief Commission which had formerly 
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controlled the production of coal in Silesia had been superseded by the 
Plebescite Commission; the resulting situation had had a detrimental effect 
on the output. In Teschen for similar reasons the production of coal had 
also diminished. The political situation there had reacted on the mines. 
Czecho-Slovakia produced an excess of brown coal. This coal was useless 
for transportation purposes but was employed in certain industries which 
by reason of the political situation could not obtain it, and were now using- 
black coal. An exchange of this brown coal for black coal could be suggested 
as a means of obtaining a more profitable distribution. In fact, the commis- 
sion could suggest many ways of co-ordination which the ordinary play of 
political affairs impeded. 

M. Lougheur suggested that if an American member could not be 
appointed to the commission, Mr. Hoover’s agents should at least be allowed 
to continue their work in Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia. 

Mr. lioovER said that he thought perhaps a solution could be found if he 
^vere allowed time for consultation with Mr. Polk. 

M. Tittoni suggested that Mr. Hoover might at least continue his 
activities for the first six months of the operations of the commission, 

Mr. Balfour said that he was in entire agreement. 

Mr. Polk asked that the question should be left open for a decision 
between himself, .Mr. Hoover and Mr. Loucheur. 

It was then resolved: — 

‘That the Supreme Council should invite the British, French, Italian, 
Belgian, Polish and Czeclio-Slovak Governments each to nominate one 
member to a European Coal Commission to be immediately set up to 
undertake the co-ordination of the production, distribution and transpor- 
tation of coal throughout Europe. The Reparation Commission, the 
Teschen Commission, the Plebiscite Commission for Silesia, and different 
Goiiimission,s charged with matters of transport by sea, railroad and canal, 
should all be instructed to co-operate with this 'Goal Commission and to 
assist the -iV'Ork of the Coal Commission to the full extent of their powers.’ 
(It -^vas farther decided that Mr. Polk, Mr. Hoover, and M. Loucheiir should 
confer regarding American representation on this commission.) 

4. Mr. Balfour said that he wished to introduce a subject not on the 
Treat with He did SO with all due apologies. He would remind 

Czechoslovakia Council that at the same time as the Treaty with Austria, 
the Treaty with Gzecho-Slovakia^ must be signed. The latter 
had not yet been passed by the Conference. Seeing that the Austrian Dele- 
gation had been in St. Germain since May, he thought the Conference should 
be ready to deal with their final reply as soon as it came. 

Tt was agreed that the question of the Treaty -with Czecho-Siovakia, 
together with that of the Treaty with Roumania should he placed on the 
agenda for the following day.’ 

^ fhe reference was to the treaty for the protection of minorities in Czechoslovakia. (For 
final text sec Treaty Series, 1919, No. 20. Cmd. 479. Gf. No. 9, minute 4 and note 9.) 
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5- M. Glemengeau said that after hearing General Baird and Colonel 
Moiigin, he had come to the conclusion that it would be desirable 
Buimrk "^^^^^i^elos regarding some of the problems raised. He 

^ had taken the liberty of asking M. Venizelos to address the Council, 

and he had also summoned M. Tardieu. He had done this without consult- 
ing his colleagues, and hoped they would forgive him. 

(At this stage M. Venizelos, M. Tardieu, and a number of experts on 
Bulgarian Affairs entered the room.) 

M. Glemengeau said that he wished to have a conversation with M. Veni- 
zelos about Thrace and Asia Minor. The troops of the Great Powers were 
being demobilised very rapidly. It would therefore be impossible for any 
of the Great Powers to undertake a new campaign. The situation in Asia 
Minor, according to his information, was not good, and as M. Venizelos 
knew, a commission of enquiry had been sent.’' The Turks appeared to be 
greatly incensed against the Greeks. The situation in Bulgaria, on the other 
hand, caused anxiety also. The Bulgarians had demobilised in accordance 
with the terms of the armistice, but they still had a respectable force under 
arms. In Thrace, even should the Bulgarian Government not interfere, there 
might be popular risings against the Greeks, should the country be given to 
them. What had taken place in Asia Minor had produced the effect of making 
the -Turk and Bulgarian in Thrace feel a common interest antagonistic to 
Greece. France had, in the Balkans, 15,000 men, but he must warn M. Veni- 
zelos that the French Government had no intention of embarking these troops 
in a campaign. They were needed at home, and he wished to recall them 
as soon as possible. All the Powers were in the same case. The evidence led 
to the conclusion that if the Peace terms offered to Bulgaria were not to 
her taste, the resulting situation might be very serious. Greece, at the present 
moment, had five divisions in Asia Minor. 

M. Venizelos said that there were four Greek divisions in Asia Minor; 
owing to the improvement of the situation there, a fifth division, which had 
been forming, had been withdrawn to Macedonia. 

M. Glemengeau said he had not been made aware of any improvement 
in the situation in Asia Minor. On the contrary, he had heard that the 
situation there had re-acted unfavourably in Constantinople. The Allies had 
somewhat ingenuously undertaken to disarm the Bulgarians beyond the 
stipulations of the armistice. They would doubtless understand that this 
intention of disarming them was a prelude to something not to their advantage. 
They would probably decline to be disarmed. The question he personally 
wished to ask M. Venizelos was this: — ^Gould the Greeks undertake to defend 
themselves on two fronts — ^in Thrace and in Asia Minor — without any 
assistance from the Allies? 

M. Venizelos said that before replying to this question he would like to 
speak a few words regarding the Greek Army in Asia Minor, He begged the 
Council to reserve its opinion on this subject. The Turks had made a great 

’ See No. 17, minute 12. 
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outcry, which had perhaps been too much attended to in certain quarters. 
No doubt excesses had taken place but there were extenuating circumstances. 
The troops had been attacked in the streets by people firing at them out of 
windows and from roofs. He did not attempt to exonerate the massacre of 
prisoners, but he would assure the Council that after investigation, it would 
be found that these were very rare and isolated instances. He need not 
remind the Council that the Greek troops which had fought in Macedonia 
and Russia side by side with the troops of the Great Powers had borne them- 
selves well. Greek troops had been accused of excesses at Menemen. In all 
seventeen people had been killed and twenty wounded. Trouble had arisen 
there because a tired Greek battalion withdrawing from Bergarna had been 
attacked as it entered the town with sloped arms. Regarding what had been 
alleged at Aidin, he begged leave to read a telegram received from the 
Gommander-in- Chief of the Greek forces (see Appendix D). As to the effect 
of these events on the feelings of the Turkish population in Thrace, he 
thought it would be a mistake to attribute much importance to it. On July 
29th he had received a telegram from Kavalla, conveying the appeal of a 
number of Thracian Mohammedans for liberation from Bulgaria (see 
Appendix E). • 

As to M. Glemenceau’s question, whether Greece could undertake 
simultaneous action in Asia Minor and in Thrace, he was bound to answer 
in the negative, but he hoped that simultaneous action would not be required. 
The local situation in Asia Minor had improved, and he expected to reduce 
the Greek forces there by one division. Latterly, one Greek division from 
Bessarabia had been brought back to Greece, which it had been intended 
originally to send to Asia Minor. It might be possible therefore to leave only 
three divisions in Asia Minor, though doubtless it might be necessary to 
restrict the area occupied. This was all the easier as, in consequence of the 
agreement with Italy, ^ there was nothing to fear on the side of Aidin, and 
only two roads of access to Smyrna needed guarding. This left eight divisions 
for use on the Greek front in Europe. He fully understood that the Great 
Powers could not undertake to enforce the Peace for him. He fully under- 
stood that Greece must help herself in this respect. Two things were possible. 
Bulgaria would sign the treaty, or would refuse to. If she signed it, he thought 
she would also execute it and withdraw her troops from Thrace. The 
occupation of Thrace under these conditions would be an easy operation. 
Ail measures would be taken to avoid resistance by the population, and 
damage to property. He would like to suggest that the best means of obtain- 
ing these results would be to send British and French officers to advance in 
front of the troops. If Bulgaria refused to sign the Peace, he thought that not 
Greece alone, but Greece and Serbia, and perhaps also Roumania would be 
together in forcing Bulgaria to comply. He had heard it said that the Southern 
Dobrudja was to be restored to Bulgaria. Should this not be the case, and 
should Bulgaria attempt to resist the treaty, he was confident tliat Roumania 
would help Greece and Serbia, though she was not definitely pledged to do 
® See No. 14, minute 4. 
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so. He thought it would be of advantage to let the Bulgarians understand 
that if they did not accept the treaty offered to them, they would have to be 
coerced by their neighbours, who would compensate themselves at her 
expense and eventually impose upon them much harder terms. For instance 
the Dobrudja would not be left to them. He thought this would make the 
Bulgarians think twice before resisting. There would be against the Bulgarians 
the overwhelming force of eight Greek divisions, two Serbian divisions (at 
least two Serbian divisions could reasonably be expected) and live or six 
Roumanian divisions. Should the last not act, the eight Greek and two 
Serbian divisions, by prompt intervention, could easily take Sofia and 
dictate Peace. 

M. Glemengeau asked M. Venizelos what he thought about the Turkish 
population in Thrace. The information he had received was that these 
Turks were in league with the Bulgarians against Greece. 

M. Venizelos said that if it was only the Thracian population that gave 
trouble, eight divisions was an ample force to cope with the situation. 

M. Glemengeau said that he was not entirely reassured. M. Venizelos 
answered his question by saying that though he could not conduct a simul- 
taneous campaign in Asia Minor and in Thrace, he hoped the Turks would 
be good enough not to attack him in both places at once. 

M. Venizelos said he had understood M. Clemenceaii to ask whether 
Greece could fight Bulgaria and Turkey at the same time. This, Greece 
could not do, but she was not afraid of local I’isings in the population. Before 
concluding his remarks, he would like to draw the attention of the Council 
to a curious historical fact. It had often been alleged that the shape of Greece 
towards the east was such as to render her eastern frontier untenable. 

He showed by the help of an atlas the persistence throughout the centuries 
of a territorial distribution of the Hellenic world veiy similar to tlie territorial 
claims of the Greek Delegation. 

(The work quoted was ‘The Bulgarians and their historical, ethno- 
graphical and political frontiers, 679-1917’, Prefiice by Dr. RizolT, 
published in Berlin, 1917.) 

M. Glemengeau said that a suggestion had been made by M. Venizelos 
which he would not accept. If he was unable to send French troops, he was 
equally unable to send French officers to risk their lives in Thrace. 

M. PiGHON said that M. Venizelos had only considered the hypothesis 
of resistance by Bulgaria to the Treaty. In that case the Serbians and 
Roumanians were expected to make common cause with Greece. But was 
it not possible that Bulgaria would acquiesce in ail the clauses concerning 
Roumania and Serbia, in order to detach them from Greece and in order 
to be able to cope with Greece alone? 

M. Ventzelo.s said that as to Serbia, he felt certain of her co-operaiion. 
He had stood by Serbia at the risk of civil war in his own country, and lie 
had no doubt of Serbia’s loyalty. There was, moreover, a lfi'cat>’ between 
Greece and Serbia. There was none with Roumania and he admitted that 
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Roiimanian co-operation was less certain. He did not, however, tliink that 
Bulgaria would abandon the Dobrudja without contest. 

(M. Venizelos then withdrew.) 

M. Tardieu then explained that the Commission had attempted to work 
on the lines suggested by M. Tittoni,^ but that no agreement had been 
reached up to the present. 

(Certain alternative suggestions were made and the question was deferred 
for discussion at a later date.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

August 5, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 28 

Telegramme a envqyer aux Gouvernements Hongrois, Serhe et Roumain 

1° Le Gonseil Supreme de la Conference de la Paix a decide d’envoyer a Buda- 
pest line mission de quatre generaux: americain, fran<;ais, anglais et italien: 

a) Pour eritrer en communication avec le Gouvernemcnt hongrois, assurer de 
sa part Fexecution de Farmistice avec les modifications ciue, cFun commun accord, 
ils reconnaitront necessaire. 

b) Pour entrer en communication avec les chefs des armees (roumaines) (serbes) 
afin de garantir selon les instructions de la Conference le pays occupe centre tous 
seviceSj et leur donner les instructions cpFils croiront utiles quant a Foccupation 
effective de ces armees et le I'etrait en arriere dans leurs frontieres respectii'es des 
forces en excedent. 

(Cette premiere partie seule sera envoy ee an Gouvernemcnt hongrois.) 

2® La Conference dernande au Gouvernement (roumain) (serl:)e) de trans- 
mettre iinmediatement aux chefs de leurs arm(X,^s Fordre. de se conlbrraer aux 
instructions de la mission des quatre generaux end representent la Conference. 


Appendix B to No. 28 
Directive pour la Mission Literalliee d Budapest 
La mission a pour objet de ; 

I®) se mettre en communication avec le Gouvernement Hongrois dans ie but 
d’assurer Fobservation dc Farmistice et de rendre le desarmement effectif. 

A cet effet elle aura a: 

a] Fixer Vimportance maxima des effectifs de Farmee hongroise a maintenir sous 

les armes, dans le but unique d’assurer le maintien de Fordre interieiir; 

b) Proceder an desarmement de toutes les unites demobilisees et a la dissolution 

des depots ou noyaux mobilisateurs; 

9 See No. 24, minute i. 
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c) Assurer aux Allies, la livraison des armes, munitions et materiel de guerre en 

excedent du materiel necessaire aux unites maintemies, y coinpris celui 
provenant de I’armee Mackensen. 

d) Regler de concert avec les Gommandements allies, la repartition de ces 

divers materiels entre les Puissances aliiees interessees, en tenant compte 
de FelTort militaire fourni par elles, et de ia situation de guerre actiielle ; 

e) Arreter immediatement la production des arsenaux ou etal^lissernents indus- 

triels de guerre. 

2 ®) faire un rapport sur I’etat actuel de cette question et son evolution pro- 
bable. 

3“) Se mettre en liaison avec les Commandants en Chef des Armees I’oumaine 
et serbe pour : 

a) eviter de la part des armees victorieuses toute mesure c|ui en siirexcitant le 
sentiment national en Hongrie ou par totite autre consequence perpe- 
tuerait la situation troublee de ce pays et retarderait la conclusion de la 
paix. 

if) determiner d’apres ia situation du moment FefFectif et les emplacements des 
troupes rouruaines et serbes qiFii est necessaire de maintenir sur le terri- 
toire hongrois pour garantir Fordre et Fexecution de Farmistice. 

c) regler avec les commandements roumain et serbe le I'etrait des troupes 
roumaines et serbes en excedent. 

La Mission est informee pour eclairer ses decisions : 

1°) que les frontieres de la Hongrie ayant ete definies deja par la Conference et 
communiquees immediatement a tous les Gouvernements interesses, la Conference 
a comme politique de redrer toutes les troupes etrangeres de ce pays en evitant 
tout delai qui ne serait pas indispensable. II faut noter que les Roumains ont 
promis de retirer leurs armees aussitot que le desarmement des Hongrois aura ete 
accompli et en conformite avec les termes de Farmistice. 

2 °) que des ordres ont ete donnes pour mettre fin au blociis de la Hongrie et 
pour poursuivre Fimportation immediate des derirees de premiere necessite. 

3°) que le maintien de ces conditions nouvelles dependra de la conduite du 
Gouvernement hongrois vis-a-vis des Puissances Aliiees et Associees. 

4°) que ces Puissances n’ont pas le moindre desir de s’immiscer dans les affaires 
interieures du peuple hongrois en ce c|ui concerne le choix de leur Gouvernement, 
mais que neanmoins elles ne peuvent traiter qu’avec un Gouvernement dans 
lequel elles puissent se fier pour executer loyalement ses obligations internationales. 


Appendix D to No. 28 

Traduction. 

Son Excellence Monsieur Venizelos. 

Smyrne le 3 aout igig. 

li resulte cFune eiiquete etendue sur les evenements d’Aidin cpie les nouvelles 
qui avaient ete communiquees sur des pretendus massacres sont demiees de 
fondement. 

Durant les combats qui ont dure deux jours dans la ville d’Aidin, deux hommes 
et une femme musulmans ont ete tues par cas purement fortuit. Des milliers 
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de coups de fusil ayant etc tires, il est nature! que ces trois personnes aient ete 
atteintes. 

Aussitot apres le depart de notre armee de ce secteur, les Turcs se sont livres k 
d'effroyables massacres de chretiens, Des photos de centaines de victimes ont ete 
prises par notre service, pour la plupart des femmes et des enfants dont les corps 
etaient mutiles. Jusqu’a present six cents cadavi'es ont ete decoiiverts; le nombre 
total des victimes est evalue a plus de deux mille. 

Apres la reoccupation de la ville, grace aux mesures cpii ont ete prises, aucun 
acte de represaille de la part des notres n’a ete signale, II s’ensuit que la responsa- 
bilite des evenernents retombe exclusivement sur les Turcs. 

J’ai eu I’occasion de constater a differentes reprises que des bruits non controles 
sont repandus par des fonctionnaires subalternes apres avoir ete exageres ou ineme 
cr^es de toutes pieces. 

General P.araskevopoulos 
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de teUgramrne. SSS Gavalla 574 — 257 — 29 — 23 h. — vmlte. 

Nous Musulmans refugies de Thrace qui, fuyant atrocites Bulgares, avons trouv6 
en Gi’ece asile et notre salut avec joie debordant app rimes que Conference, rendant 
arret sublime de justice, decida la libri'ation de Thrace du joug odieux bulgare, 
et que nous pourrons bientot reintegrer notre pays pour vivre heureux avec nos 
coreligionnaires aux cotes Hellenes, avec lesquels musulmans Thrace furent tou- 
jours en excellentes relations, et prosperer sous le regime pai'fait de liberte et 
d’<5quite hellenique. Nos compatriotes attendent anxieusement [? la fin] definitive 
des maux qu’ils ont essuyes et continuent essuyer sous le Gouvernement bulgare et 
esperent fermement que la Bulgarie, dont la barbaric depasse toutes les bornes, 
sera limitee dans ses confins d’avant la guerre balkanique et cpi’elle n’aura plus 
sous sa domination des teri’itoires auxquels elle est completement etrangere, Vous 
assurant, Excellence, que les tx'oupes liberatrices de Grece seront saluees partout 
dans notre pays avec veritable enthousiasme, nous prions agreer notre jlevouement 
integral au nom Musulmans Thrace occidentale: Le Comite originaire Sandjak 
Gumuldjina Scherif Ismail Mehrnet Youssouf Raiisin Mxrustafa Cadir Bekir 
Mehmet Ibrahim, Gomite Gaza Xanthie Youssouf Moula Hassan M'oiistafa Rassin 
Mestan Hassan Floussein Imbrahim Gornite Gaza Gabrider [PEgridereJ 

Imam Halil Hadji Mesiam Imane [PImam] Souleimann Ibrahim Ahmet, Comite 
Gaza D[?Jridele [PDaridereJ Hafouz Houssein Aii Alitet [PAhinet] Housseixi 
Sali, Gomite originaire Sandjak Dedeagatch Eteogloii Osman D[?]istan Ahmet 
Bouroundjik Ahmet, Gomite Gaza Demotica Schalli Salim Biiibur Ibrahim Hassan 
Houssein, Gomite Gaza Ortacu [POrtakioi] Djater [PDjafer] Salih Tatar Bekir, 
Gomite Gaza Kirbdjaii [.«r] Hodja Taik Moustafa Ramadan Ali Halil Fecliat 
Schaban. 
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H. D. 25 .] Mies of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichotis Room at the Qiiai d'Orsqy, Paris, on Wednesday, 

August 6, igig, at j.go p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clarke [Clerk]. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Fichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M, Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint SECRETyUUAT : U.S.A.: Gapt. Chapin. British Empire: Ma-jor 
Gaccia. France: Gapt. A. Fortier. Italy: Lt.-Gol. A. J'one.s. 
liN'rERPRETER : Profcssoi' P. J. Mantoux. 

I. At the suggestion of Mr. Balfour (see Annex [Appendix] A) it was agreed to 

modify the text of the decision taken by the Gonlerence on the 
Sw render oj officers August, 1919, (h. d. 21 h item i), and to request Marshal 

the laws of war -coch to submit a report on the military measures necessary 
in order to oblige the German Government to surrender the 
persons guilty of breaches of the laws of war. 

(It was agreed that no compensations shorJd be demanded from the 
Gei'inan Government. The revised text of the decision taken by the Con- 
ference oil the 1st xMigust, 1919, would therefore read as follows : — 

It was decided — 

(1) That no immediate reply to the German Government’s request slioiild 

he given. 

(2) Tliat the Military representatives at Versailles in collaboration with 

Marshal Foch should investigate the accuracy of the stateuients 
pontaiiied in the communication of the German Govemmeiit, and 
should utilise all available sources of information at their command. 

(3) That Marshal Foch should report to the Council on the military 

measures that might he enforced in order to oblige the Geriiiaii 
Government to comply with the clauses of the treaty relating to the 
surrender to the Allies of officers guilty of breaches of Laws of War.) 

2. VIr, Polk said that before the questions on the agenda paper came under 
discussion, he wished to communicate to the Supreme Council 
Situation in latest infornuition received from Budapest. 

Hungary 

(Mr. Polk then distributed copies of the documents included in 
Annex [A[')pcndix] B.) 

M. Glemenceau said tiiat from the telegram sent on the 5th August by 
Mr. J. A. Logan,- it would appear that the Roumanians li.ad proposed 
an armistice to the Himgariau Government. He did not tliink tliat the 
I No. 25. 

■“ The telegram in queslion was sent by the Allied officers in Budapest ai'id was transniitted 
by Colonel Logan, See appendix B. 
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Hungarians [j'fc] had been authorised by the Allied and Associated Powers 
to take such action. 

M. Tittoni thought that the Roumanian Government had merely put 
forward certain proposals. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Roumanian Government regarded itself as 
absolutely independent, and had acted and put forward its conditions as if 
the Allied and Associated Governments did not exist. Technically, Roiimania 
was quite independent since Marshal Foch had not been placed in command 
of the Roumanian ti'oops. Roumania had c[uarrellecl with the Allies: 
M. Bratiaiio had left Paris thoroughly discontented, and lie was now acting 
as the head of one independent State dealing with another equally indepeii" 
dent State, 

Mr. Polk informed the Conference that he had that morning had a long 
conversation with Mr. Misu, shortly after the receipt ol the documents he 
had just distributed. He had communicated the contents of those documents 
to Mr. Misu and had explained to him that Roumania’s action amounted to 
an attempt to conclude a separate peace. He (Mr. Polk) had pointed out 
that he did not consider it right that the Roumanians should obtain the 
delivery of the war material referred to in the document under consideration. 
Mr. Misu had replied that the measures taken were dictated by military 
necessity. He further stated that Roumania had not been treated with 
justice in regard to the matter of reparations. He maintained that the 
Belgians, whose territory had similarly been invaded, had been permitted 
to appoint a representative on the Commission of Reparations and had there- 
by been able to look after their interests. On the other hand, Roumania had 
not been permitted to appoint a representative on that Commission. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that Mr. Misu should be invited to attend in 
order to discuss the question under reference. Mr. Misu was a vei y sensible 
man with whom it might be possible to arrive at an agreement. 

M. Glemencfau saw no objection to Mr. Misu being heard, by the 
Council. 

Mr, Polk thought it would be preferable for Mr. Balfour in llic iirst place 
to have a private conversation with Mr. Misu. Tie thought that ru'ocedure 
would yield better results. 

Mr. Balfour agreed that talking alone gave opportimitics fur tiie cxc.use 
of a certain flexibility of conversation that could not be got in a ibnunl 
conference. On the other hand he thought a greater impression v’ould ])e 
produced by an interview with the Goiincil as a whole. He proposixi, (lu-i’c- 
fore, that Mr. Misu should be received in that room. (Jtherwise, tlKo; 
M. Glemenceau be authorised to speak on belialf of the Conference. 

M. Tittoni enquired whether it would be possible for tlie Generals ibnn- 
ing part of the Allied Mission to Budapest to start at once. 

M, Glemenceau thought that a te.legTam should at once be sent to the 
Roumanian Government stating that the Council did not recognise the 
right of Roumania to conclude an armistice. Should the Roumanians fail 
to accept those instructions, the situation would become exceedingly gra\'e. 
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Mr. Balfour pointed out that the armistice proposed by the Roumanians 
would ill addition deprive the Commission on Reparations of material and 
property which belonged to the whole of the Allies. 

Mr. Polk added that Mr. Hoover had also drawn attention to the fact 
that by witlidrawdiig 50% of the rolling stock from Hungary, the Roumanians 
would thereby render the distribution of supplies impossible. 

(Marshal Foch, General Bliss, General Weygand, General Beiin and 
Col. Georges entered the room.) 

M. Glemengeau said that the Supreme Council had decided that the four 
generals should forthwith be sent to Budapest. He enquired what measures 
Marshal Foch had taken to give effect to that resolution. 

Marshal Foch replied that the four Generals who were to form part of 
the Military Mission to Budapest were scattered, consequently the following- 
measures had been taken — General Graziani, being under the orders of 
General Franchet d’Esperey, a telegram had been transmitted to him through 
General Franchet d^Esperey together with copies of instructions. General 
Franchet d’Esperey had also been asked to forward copies of these documents 
to General Mombelli who was said to be at Sofia. 

M, TittonIj intervening, said that General Mombelli was now actually 
in Turin. He would therefore himself send him copies of the instructions. 
General Montpelli [Mombelli] had, as a matter of fact, already been warned 
and would be ready to start within six hours after receipt of orders to that 
effect. 

General Weygand said that he had forwarded to General Bliss the 
instructions intended for General Bandholtz, the American Representative. 
In regard to the British General, he believed him to be at Pressbourg, and 
he had consequently asked General Sackville-West to forward the necessary 
instructions. He had, however, just learnt that General Gorton had already 
reached Budapest. ^ It would therefore be necessary to forward his instruc- 
tions to that town. 

Mr. Polk wished to call attention to a certain matter connected with the 
instructions to be issued to the four Generals. Yesterday M. Tittoni had 
proposed an amendment in order that the Generals might fully realise that 
the instructions given them should be carried out in agreement with the 
Hungarian Government: that is to say, the required results were to be 
obtained rather by persuasion than by the issue of orders. The text of the 
telegram which he had received that morning from General Weygand did 
not appear to contain that amendment. He proposed, therefore, that the 
words ‘in agreement with the Hungarian Government’ should be inserted 
in paras, {b) and {d)A 

General Weygand thought that the first paragraph of the instruction 
fully met Mr. Polk’s -view, since it was therein clearly stated that the mission 
should place itself in communication with the Hungarian Government in 
order to obtain certain concessions which were detailed in paragraphs which 

^ See document 2 in appendix B. '*• See No. 28, appendix B. 
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followed. He thought that sentence clearly indicated that an agreement 
should be reached between the mission and the Hungarian Government, 

Mr. Polk agreed that his objection had been fully met. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the Council should proceed to draft the 
text of a telegram to be sent to the Roumanian Government, stating that the 
Allied and Associated Governments would not admit her right to conclude 
an independent ‘armistice with Hungary; that such an armistice would not 
receive recognition, particularly as it was intended to take away large 
quantities of material, the joint property of all the Allies and not of Roumaiiia 
alone. 

Mr. Balfour said he had prepared a draft telegram. 

(After a short discussion, the foUomng' draft telegram was approved : — 
‘Supreme Council have learnt that Roumanian military authorities at 
Buda-Pesth have imposed armistice on Hungarian Government, to be 
accepted at a few hours’ notice. Terms of this armistice render it impossihle 
for Hungarian Government to fulfil armistice concluded with Allied Powers 
on November 13th. Moreover, terms in themselves pay no regard to rights 
of reparation of other Allies. Supreme Council de.sire formally to record 
their refusal to recognise right of Roumanian Commander-m-Cliief to 
impose any armistice without authority of Allied and Associated Powers.’) 

(At this stage M. Misu and M. Vaida-Voivode entered the room.) 

M. Glemengeau said that the Council had invited M. Misu and M. Vaida- 
Voivode to attend in order to consider the situation in Hungary, which was 
very grave. The Roumanians had seized Budapest. 

M. Misu, intervening, said that he had received no official communication 
on the subject. 

M, Glemengeau, continuing, said that information which left no doubt 
on the matter had been received from various sources. Furthermore, the 
Supreme Council had learnt that the Roumanians had proposed an armistice 
to the Plungariaii Government. 

M. Misu said he had received no information on that subject, with the 
exception of the telegram which Mr. Polk had shown him that morning. 

M, Glemengeau, continuing, said that the Supreme Council had just 
decided to send a telegram to the Roumanian Government. 

(M. Glemenceau then read the telegram above quoted). 

M. Misu said he would forward a copy of the telegram to his Government, 
laying stress on the view expressed by the Council. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Allied and Associated Powers had given 
many proofs of goodwill to Roumania. M. Bratiano had not always received 
these in the spirit in which they had been meant. The situation to-day, how- 
ever, was very grave, and he was authorised to say that the Supreme Council 
were determined that the Armistice of Versailles should be respected and 
executed everywhere, 

M. Misu drew attention to the fact that the situation had entirely altered 
in consequence of the last attack made by the Hungarians. 
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M. Glemenceau remarked that the relative position of the Entente and 
Roumania had in no way altered. 

M, Misu, continuing, said that Mr. Polk had that morning communicated 
to him a list of the material which had been demanded by the terms of the 
alleged armistice. He wished to point out that the Roumanians demanded 
the delivery of this material solely in the general interest. This material was 
being taken over solely with the view of disarming Hungary, since it was 
essential to disarm her as rapidly as possible. The measures so taken would 
not, however, in any way prejudge the eventual distribution between the 
Allies of the material so obtained. 

M. Glemenceau said he wished to read to the Roumanian Delegation a 
copy of the instructions which had been sent to the Allied Generals who were ■ 
proceeding to Budapest. 

M. Misu said he had received the text of the telegram that morning, and 
had already telegraphed the same to his Government. On the other hand, 
the Council should not lose sight of the fact that Roumania had been treated 
unjustly by the Commission on Reparations from which she had been 
excluded. Roumania had consequently not obtained the authority to seek 
out the material which had been looted from her territory by her various 
enemies. 

M. Vaida added that the Roumanians had merely claimed the return of 
their own property. 

M. Glemenceau enquired how the Roumanians could pick out their own 
personal goods from the mass of material in question. 

M, Vaida pointed out that the Roumanian rolling stock had been taken 
by the Bolsheviks with the result that at the present moment Roumania only 
possessed some 50 locomotives. On the other hand, Roumania had been 
obliged to incur serious expense in order to maintain the army at a time when 
their allies had already begun to demobilise. Mackensen, during the course 
of his retreat, had carried off a large quantity of material, which had subse- 
quently fallen into the hands of the Magyars. The Roumanian Delegation 
had on several occasions requested the Conference to return this material, 
but no answer had ever been vouchsafed. It was essential that the material 
in question should be returned with as little delay as possible; otherwise the 
marks and signs, which would enable the Roumanians to recognise their 
property, would disappear. Should this material at once pass into the posses- 
sion of the Roumanians, he thought it would be quite as safe as if it remained 
with the Magyars, and should it subsequently be proved that the engines, 
which would be used to revictual his unhappy country, in reality belonged 
to any particular one of the Allies, the Roumanians, would be ready to 
surrender them without a murmur. The Council would undoubtedly agree 
that the material in the hands of the Roumanians would be a safer guarantee 
than ifTeit in the hands of the Magyars. 

M. Glemenceau feared he had explained himself badly. The exact 
question that he wished to place before the Delegates was the following. 
The Council would not permit Roumania to conclude an armistice which 
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would in any way hinder the Hungarian Government from executing the 
terms of the armistice which she had already concluded with the Allies. For 
some months past the Principal Alhed and Associated Governments had 
endeavoured to enforce the execution of that armistice. It had been agreed 
to enforce that armistice, and even if possible to enlarge its scope by agree- 
ment, in order to obtain a more complete disarmament. The Roumanians 
had now seized Budapest. Nevertheless, the conditions of the armistice 
concluded with the Entente would have to be fulfilled. The Allied and 
Associated Governments intended shortly to make peace with Hungary, 
and they could not allow the action of Roumania to retard the conclusion of 
peace. With that object in view, the generals had been sent to Buda Pest. 

M, Misu said that he would transmit the wishes of the Conference to liis 
Government. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that these were not the wishes, but the final 
decisions of the Conference. Furthermore, the Council wished to know as 
soon as possible what action Roumania intended to take in the matter. In 
regard to the material, he wished to point out that the Allied and Associated 
Governments had no desire to deprive Roumania of that portion of the 
material to which she was entitled : but the whole must enter into the common 
pool. That was the principle which Roumania was required to accept, 

M. Misu pointed out that it was a matter of urgency that the Inter- Allied 
Commission should proceed to Buda Pest with as little delay as possible. The 
Commission would then be in a position to obtain particulars, and to give 
the necessary instructions. 

M. Glemengeau expressed the view that the situation at present in 
Hungary was so confused that it would be necessaiy, in order to avoid all 
misunderstanding, that all questions should be settled directly between the 
Conference and the Roumanian Government. 

Mr. Balfour said that he could add very little to what had been said by 
M. Glemenceau. It was quite clear that Roumania had been cruelly treated 
both by Germany and by Hungary. Without doubt, she would never recover 
all that she had lost, since an act of spoliation necessarily involved an act of 
destruction, and it would be impossible to get back material which Iiad been 
destroyed. Roumania would doubtless find herself in the same situation as 
Serbia, Belgium and France. It was equally true to say that the Magyars 
had taken from the Roumanians the greater part of their rolling stock, but 
the fact that rolling stock constituted the material which Europe most 
urgently required in order to reconstitute her economic life should not be 
lost sight of. Consequently, in spite of her rights, Roumania should realise 
that in the general interest this material must be distributed in an equitable 
manner for the benefit of all parties. 

In regard to the proposed armistice he wished to invite attention to the 
following paragraph which the Roumanian Government desired to impose 
on Hungary, namely i — 

*Tlie factories existing in Hungary which may have served for the 

manufacture of arms and munitions of all kinds must be demolished to 
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the benefit of Roiimania. This operation shall be carried out by Roumanian 
specialists with the help of Hungarian Officers.’ 

He need hardly point out that in Hungary, as in all Allied countries, every 
factory and every workshop had been utilised for the production of war 
material. Consequently, the whole of the Hungarian factories would have 
to be handed over to Roumania. Such a solution was impossible for Hungary, 
and he tiiought that it would be equally unacceptable to the Allied and 
Associated Governments, since it contravened the principles which had 
hitherto guided the Conference in their labours. 

Mr. Vaida said that the opportunities of presenting their case to the 
Conference which had hitherto been offered to the Roumanian Delegation 
had been so few and far between that he could not allow the present opportu- 
nity of rnaldng a statement to escape. He wished to impress upon the 
Conference the fact that the Magyars had never complied with the condi- 
tions of the armistice of the 13th November, 1918, The Entente had for 
many months past struggled against the situation so created, and had on 
frequent occasions issued instructions which the Roumanian Government 
had always accepted whatever might have been the consequences entailed. 
On the other hand, the Allied and Associated Powers had never been able 
to compel the Hungarians to accede to their wishes. Finally, the Hungarians 
had attacked Roumania thereby annulling the armistice. In spite of the 
armistice, the Hungarians had treated the Roumanians as enemies and 
compelled the latter to take military measures to defend themselves. 

He wished on this occasion to beg the Conference to make certain altera- 
tions in the terms of the existing armistice. He would ask the Conference to 
add to the instructions to be issued to the generals a clause to the effect that 
the armistice of the 13th November having been broken no longer existed, 
and that it must be replaced by a new armistice to be imposed in Budapest 
by the representatives of the Entente. Many of the clauses of the armistice 
of November, 1918, could no longer be carried out: others had no further 
value. Yesterday the Hungarians were the enemies of Roumania, to-day 
they were conquered, and Roumania in the future desired that they should 
become her friends. He begged the Conference, therefore, to reconsider the 
text of the telegram which it was proposed to send to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment and to modify it so as to add a sentence which would prove to his 
Government that it could still count on the same goodwill as the Conference 
had extended to himself personally. Every telegram issued by the Conference 
was invariably at once published in the newspapers of Vienna and Budapest. 
Gonscc[uentIy, it was essential that the message should not be open to the 
interpretation that the Conference desired to blame Roumania when a word 
of encouragement would cause hopes to arise, which would lead more easily 
to the desired goal. 

M. Glemengeau promised that this request would receive the favourable 
consideration of the Conference. 

M. Misu added that the Roumanian Delegation merely asked for some 
sign of goodwill. . 
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(M. Misii and M.' Vaida Voivode then withdrew.) 

M. Glemenceau expressed the view that the remarks made by the 
Roumanian representatives were just, and that a sentence should be added 
to the draft telegram to give effect to their wishes. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that Mr. Vaida Voivode had also declared that 
the Hungarians had no further claim to the maintenance of the first armistice, 
and that the four Allied Generals should be charged with the duty of dicta- 
ting new conditions, 

(After a short discussion it was decided to insert in the telegram above 

quoted the folio'wing sentence : — 

fFiilIy recognising the just claims of Rouniaiiia and her devotion to the 
common cause.’) 

(It was agreed: — 

(1) To transmit the following telegram with all due urgency to the Rou- 

manian Government through the French Charge d’Affaires at 

Bukarest : — 

‘ The Supreme Council had learnt that the Roumanian military 
authorities at Budapest have imposed armistice on Hungarian 
Government to be accepted at a few hours notice. The terms o£ 
this armistice render it impossible for Hungarian Government to 
fulfil armistice concluded with Allied and Associated Powers on 
November 13th, 1919 [sic]. Moreover, the terms in themselves 
paid no regard to rights of reparation of other Allies. The Supreme 
Council whilst fully recognising the just claims of Roum.ania and 
her devotion to the common cause, desired formally to record their 
refusal to recognise the right of Roumania’s Commander-in- 
Chief to impose any armistice without authority of the Allied and 
Associated Powers.’ 

(2) To forward instructions to the four generals, members of the Military 

Mission to Budapest, to proceed thither without delay.) 


3. M. Glemenceau said he wdshed to communicate to the Conference, for 
information, the following telegram, dated Constantinople, 
Results of the decision August, 1 9 1 9 
of the Conference in 

regard to Smyrna ‘The High Commissioners of Great Britain, France and 
Italy on the 3rd August, 1919, transmitted to the Turkish 
Government, the decisions of the Supreme Council in regard to the 
delimitation of the Greek and Italian zones of occupation and in regard 
to the creation of a Commission of Enquiry into the events which have 
taken place in consequence of the occupation of Smyrna. 

‘The Grand Vizier received this communication with great satisfaction 
and declared that the Conference had thereby increased by 50 per cent, 
the authority of the Government. 

‘An official communique dated on the 4th August ends as follows: — 
“Without doubt the humanitarian decision of the Peace Conference will 
fill everyone with gratitude.’” 
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4- M. Glemengeau read the following telegram, dated 5tli August, 1919, 
which he had received from the French Ambassador in 
Rcpatnatmi of wrashingtoii, in reply to the request made by the Conference 
to the American Government on the subject of the repatriation 
of the Gzecho-Slovaks in Siberia : — 

‘The American Government possesses no tonnage which could serve 
for the repatriation of the Gzecho- Slovaks, and does not believe that any 
other country is in a position to supply tonnage for that purpose. In view 
of the fact that the matter relates to the repatriation of people who would 
no longer fight, it enquires w^hether it would not be possible to send these 
people to the Black Sea, passing through the region occupied by General 
Denekin. 

‘The American Government is considering at the same time the repatria- 
tion, which must soon take place, of the 200,000 German- Austro [j’fr] 
prisoners still in Siberia.’ 

M. Glemenceau, continuing, said that the Conference were faced with a 
cruel situation. The military experts at Versailles, to whom the question 
had been referred, had reached the conclusion that the Gzecho-Slovaks could 
only be repatriated by the sea route. To the demand for tonnage made to 
the American Government, the reply was that no tonnage was available, 
and that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovaks could only be made by the 
land route. The Conference felt obliged, therefore, as a last resort, to turn 
to the Japanese Government to whom the question had already been 
submitted. 

M. Matsui said that during the course of the meeting at which this 
question of repatriation had first been discussed, s the view had been expressed 
that the Gzecho-Slovaks should be withdrawn from the Trans-Siberian rail- 
way and placed on the right of Koltchak’s army, in order to reinforce the 
latter. It had then been suggested that the Japanese Government should 
furnish military contingents in order to relieve the Gzecho-Slovaks along the 
Trans-Siberian Railway. Later, the situation had altered, and it had been 
found that the Gzecho-Slovaks could not be used to reinforce Koltchak’s 
army since they desired to be repatriated and refused to fight. The situation 
having thus altered, ^ Baron Makino had telegraphed to the Japanese Govern- 
ment for fresh instructions. No reply had yet been received. He did not wish 
to prejudge the question, but he felt compelled to inform the Conference that 
he did not think the Japanese Government would be in a position to accept 
the proposal. He was led to that conclusion by the refusal of his Government 
to comply wdth a similar request made by the Roumanian Government, who 
had asked for tonnage to repatriate the Roumanians at present in Siberia, 
whose numbers fell far below those of the Gzecho-Slovaks. Nevertlieless, his 
Government had been unable to obtain the necessary tonnage. 

M. Glemengeau gatliered that, under the circumstances, it would 
apparently be impossible to repatriate the Gzecho-Slovaks either by the land 

s See No. 7, minute 10. ® See No. 15, minute 8. 
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or by the sea route. On the other hand, all information went to show that 
they could not spend the winter in Siberia. 

M. Tittoni enquired how the Gzecho-Slovaks at present obtained their 
supplies. 

Mr. Balfour replied that they received their supplies from America via 
Vladivostock. 

M. Clemengeau enquired w^hether the ships which brought these supplies 
did not return empty, and, if so, whether they could not be used for repatria- 
ting the Gzecho-Siovaks. 

Mr. Balfour thought that the steamers w^ere not suitable for employment 
as troopships. 

M. Clemengeau thought that the men would prefer to be repatriated in 
discomfort rather than not to be repatriated at all. 

Marshal Foch expressed the view that the shortest route would be via 
Vladivostock and V ancouver and thence across the Atlantic to Europe. He 
enquired whether the ships which came to fetch the American troops could 
not be used for bringing the Gzecho-Slovaks across the Atlantic. 

M. Clemengeau urged that some solution should be found. 

Mr. Polk said that if the Council would adjourn the question for a few 
days, he would again refer the matter to his Government. 

(It was decided that Mr. Polk should telegraph again to the American 
Government to urge the necessity of supplying the tonnage required for 
the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovaks, the American proposals to send the 
men across the territories occupied by General Deneldn having been found 
to be unworkable,) 

5. M. Clemengeau said that the following telegram dated 3.rd August, 1919, 
had been received from the French Military Attache at 

Situation in the Baltic Stockholm : 

Provinces. Action of , , 

General von derGoltz From information supplied by our Military Mission at 
Libau, the Germans, far from evacuating Gourland, as 
promised, continue to reinforce themselves by fresh drafts and additional 
material. They at present possess 35,000 men in that region. 

‘Von der Goltz is determined not to leave. He encourages the entry of 
Russian Bolshevists, and German Spartacists who have considerable funds 
at their disposal. He counts on their action to provoke a revolutionary 
movement which would give him the excuse for intervention. 

‘The situation is extremely critical and will become more so after tlie 
loth August, the date from which the American revictualling must cease 
except for the children at Riga. Unless the Ullmanis Government 7 receives' 
at once the arms, equipment material and money which the British Mission 
had caused it to expect, it cannot maintain itself beyond the 15th August, 
and will be replaced by extreme Socialists. This v/ill bring about a 
Bolshevik revolution. The Germans will then intervene as saviours and 
definitely occupy the country.’ 

The Provisional Government of Latvia. See Vol. Ill of this series. 
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M. Giemeiiceau, continuing, called on Marshal Focii to express Ms views 
on this question. 

General Weygand said that the Conference had decided on the 30tli July 
to accept the proposals made by General Gough. § The telegram giving effect 
to that decision had only been dispatched by Marshal Foch on the ist August. 
The telegram to [? from] the French Military Attache at Stockliolm had 
been dispatched on the 3rd August, and he doubted whether Marshal Focli’s 
telegram, which had to be forwarded through General Nudant in Berlin, 
could have reached General von der Goltz by the 3rd August. 

On the other hand, that morning, Marshal Foch had received the follow- 
ing telegram from General Gough: — 

‘Please thank Marshal Foch for the firm attitude taken by him in regard 
to von der Goltz. Should the latter carry out the orders now sent him, 
many of the difficulties will have been overcome. I shall do all that is 
possible in regard to the Lithuanian Polish question.’'-’ 

He (General Weygand) thought it would be best to await the receipt of 
later information. 

(It was decided to postpone the consideration of tins tpiestion until the 
receipt of further information.) 

6. M. Matsui proposed that the Japanese Delegation should be authorised 
Appointment of Allied ^ appoint a Japanese Officer to form part of the Allied 
Commissioners negotiating Commission appointed on August 4th, 1919 (h. d. 23’“’) 
between the German and to negotiate between the Polish and German Govern- 
Polish Governments ments. 

(It was agreed that a Japanese officer should be nominated to represent 
Japan on the Allied Commission for negotiation between the German and 
the Pohsh Governments.) 

7. Mr. Headlam-Morley” invited attention to the draft of a Treaty 

between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers on 
Treaty between the ^he one hand, and Gzecho-Slovakia on the other hand 

and the Czecho- Commission on New States were anxious that a copy 

Slovak State of the treaty should be communicated to the Czecho-Slovak 
Delegation, and he had been deputed to obtain the sanction 
of the Council to this procedure being adopted. The treaty had been 
unanimously accepted by the Commission on New States, but it was con- 
sidered politic that the Czecho-Slovak Delegation should at once have an 
opportunity of expressing their views. 

® See No. 23, minute 4. « Cf. No. 19, minute i. so No. 27 (minute 4). 

ss British Representative on the Commission on New States. 

Not printed. This draft, dated July 5, 1919, was in the main the same as the text of 
the treaty as signed at St. Germain-en-Laye nn September 10, 1919 (Treaty Series, 1919, 
No. 20. Cmd. 479). The draft is printed with iriinor variation by D. H. Miller, op. cit., 
vol. xiii, pp. 245-57. 
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(It was decidedly to approve the draft of the treaty between the Principal 
iillied and Associated Powers and Csiecho-Slovalda as submitted by the 
Committee on New States; the draft to be submitted to the Czeclio- 
Slovaldan Delegation by the Secretariat-General.) 

8. Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the Commission on New States had 
proposed that the treaty between the Allied and Associated 
7 reaty between the Powers and Roumania (annex D*-^) should also forthwith 
Principal Allied and communicated to the Roumanian Delegation. 
and Roumania The treaty dealt with matters of very great complexity. 

The Commission had therefore refrained from entering into 
direct negotiations with the Roumanian Delegation. It was now considered 
expedient that the draft treaty in its final form should forthwith be com- 
municated to the Roumanian Delegation, with the intimation that though 
the general principles had been accepted, the Roumanian Government 
would have the opportunity of making their observations on matters of 
detail. He pointed out that the same procedure had been follov/ed with 
advantage in the case of Poland. 

Mr. Polk enquired whether any reservation had been made by any of 
the representatives on the Commission. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley replied that the American representative had 
made a reservation in regard to the clause dealing with navigation on the 
Dniester, 

Mr. Polk said that he could only accept the treaty with the reservation 
on the question of the Dniester. President Wilson himself was greatly 
interested in this question. 

Mr. Hudson suggested that the clause dealing with the Dniester should 
not be communicated to the Roumanian Delegation. The Dniester was 
situated in Russian territory. 

Mr. Polk stated that for that very reason the inclusion of this clause might 
convey the idea to the Roumanians that the Council accepted their claims 
in Bessarabia. 

Mr. PIeadlam-Morley maintained that if the Dniester were not mentioned, 
great difficulties might subsequently arise. He suggested that in communi- 
cating the treaty to the Roumanian Delegation, a forwarding letter should 
be sent explaining that certain questions could not be definitely decided until 
the frontiers of Czecho-Slovakia had been settled. 

(It was decided’'^ to approve the draft of the treaty between the Principal 

Allied and Associated Powers and Roumania as submitted by the Com- 

*3 Owing to a fault of transposition the decision arising out of minute 7 stands in the 
original at the conclusion of minute 8 and vice versa. 

Not printed. This document, headed ‘5®. dpreuve — -17 juillet 1919b was a draft for 
the treaty signed at Paris on December 9, 1919 (Treaty Series, 1920, No. 6. Gmd. 588). 
This draft is printed with certain variations by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 280-A 
(Variation occurs, in particular, in article 17 of the draft: see note 15, below.) 

Article 17 of the draft. This article read: ‘Pending the conclusion of a general Con- 
vention on the international Regime of Waterways, Roumania undertakes to apply to such 
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iiiittee on New States; tlie clause concerning tlie Dniester River to be 
revised by the Committee to meet the objections of the American. Delega- 
tion ; the draft thus revised to be submitted to the Rotim,aiiiaii Delegation, 
at once by the Secretariat-General.) 


R,ply„,l,o.meof [Not printed] « 

the Azistrian Delega- 
tion on the protection 
of Minorities 

10, Mr. Head lam- Morley said that M. Venizelos had submitted a report 
(Annex F^'^) dealing with certain difficulties in the Balkans 
Proposal by M. Veni- by the encouragement of voluntary emigration. M. Veni- 
zehs to deal with cer- ^elos’ proposals had been discussed unofficially by the 
BMam^llnUry Committee on New States, who considered these to be 
emigration SO good as to justify their extension to all the Balkan 

States. It had been suggested that an Inter-Allied Com- 
mission should be appointed by the League of Nations to control the proposed 
emigration. The Commission now sought permission from the Council to 
discuss the question in the first place with M. Venizelos and subsequently, 
should an agreement be reached, with the various Balkan States concerned. 
The Commission on New States had drawn up a report (Annex which 
had already been submitted to the Council. 

M. Tittoni said he would accept the proposal provided a strict control 
were established so that the suggested emigration should not be used by the 
Governments concerned as measures of expulsion. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley pointed out that the proposal to create a strong 
commission of control under the League of Nations had been brought 
forward with the very object of preventing any such abuses. 

M. Glemenceau expressed the view that since the question had not been 
placed on the agenda paper, it should be adjourned for further consideration 
at a later date, ■ 

(It was agreed to adjourn to a later date the fui-tlier consideration of the 

report submitted by the Commission on New States on the proposals 

portions of the River Systems of the Pruth (and Reservation made by the America[n] 
Delegation of the Dniester) as may He within, or form the boundary of, her territory, the 
regime set out in Articles 332-337 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany.’ The parentheses 
are as in the original. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley read to the Supreme Council a report on this matter by the 
C(.vamission on New States: this report is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., 
pp. 514-5. Ml. .Headlam-Morley, continuing, said that the commission ‘had prepared a 
draft r(‘i'dy to the Austrian counter-proposals giving effect to the conclusions in the report 
just read’ (ajjpendix E in original) ; this draft reply is printed with verbal variation, op. cit., 
pp. 590-3. (Also printed there, pp, 586-9, is a translation of the observations of the Austrian 
Delegation.) The Supreme Council accepted this draft reply in a resolution of which a text 
is printed, ibid., p. 594. 

Not printed. A translation of M. Venizelos’ proposals and of the covering report of 
the Commission on New States is printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 309-17. 


submitted by M. Venizelos on the subject of encoiirageiiieiit of voluntary 
emigration in tbe Balkan States.) 

(Mr. Headiam-Morley then v/ithdrew. M. Laroche entered the room.) 


11. 

M. fr«n A, CommUle, [N®* 

on Political Clauses on 
the eventual restitution to 
the Allies of rolling 
stock moved beyond the 
armistice frontier in 
violation of the Armistice 
of Villa Giiisti 

12. M. L.4ROGHE read the note submitted by the Committee on Political 

Glauses respecting the desirability of reconciling the 
Desiralnbty oj recotml- Qauses of the Treaty of Peace with Austria with those 

ing the dames of the Treaties to be concluded with the Allied States 

Treaty of Peace with oia tt - tva- 

Ausiria with those of the formed out of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy (Appen- 

treaties to be concluded dix H*^). 

with the Allied States agreed to accept the proposals contained in the note 

out oft le tistro- ^]^QyQ referred to (Appendix and to authorise the Corn- 
uiit^anan i onarc ly mittee on Political Clauses to prepare as soon as possible 
in. conjunction with the Drafting Committee and the Commissions con- 
ce.mecl, the new text of the Clauses of the Treaty with Austria therein 
referred to.) 

(M. Laroche then withdrew.) 

13. M. Dutasta read the following Note, dated Paris, July 30th, 1919, 

addressed by M. Tittoni to the President of the Peace 
Supreme War%ouncil Conference on the subject of the dispatch of war material 
at Versailles of the dis- to the Serbo-Groat-Slovene State. 

patch of war material ‘Confirming declarations made yesterday to the Supreme 
^Slovemttate^‘^^^~ Council,^® I have the honour to inform you that the Italian 
Delegation has telegraphed to the competent authorities 
in order that necessary steps be taken to avoid every obstacle to the passage 
through Italy of French trains transporting merchandise including these 
the destination of which was Serbia, as well as the military trains agreed 
upon between France and Italy. 

‘As for the war material destined to Serbia, as I had the honour to ask 
of you in my note of the 20th instant, as well as at yesterday's session, I 

Not printed. This note resulted from the proposal of Baron Sonnino of June 17, igig, 
and the decision upon it taken by the Supreme Council on July 1 1 (see No, g, note 9). A 
translation of tlie note is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., pp. 594-5. The 
decision taken by the Supreme Council in connexion with this note is also printed there, 
PP- 59.5-6- 

Cf. No. 20, minute 6. 
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would be infinitely obliged to you if you would be good enough to submit 
the question as soon as possible to the Inter- Allied Council of Versailles. 

Tlease accept, etc. . 

Mr. Polk drew attention to the fact that Mr. Lansing had maintained the 
view that the Allied and Associated Governments had no right to prevent 
the material going to Serbia but he, personally, would raise no objection 
to the question being discussed by the Militaiy Representatives at Versailles. 

(It was agreed forthwith to submit the question above referred to, to the 

Military Representatives,- Supreme War Council, Versailles.) 

(At this stage General Groves entered the room.) 

14. General Groves said that under the Peace Treaty, Germany was for- 
bidden to have any naval or military aviation, and was 
cCmmulion^askL^ required to surrender all her service aircraft to the Allied and 
that measum may Associated Powers. The Inter- Allied Aeronautical Gom- 
be taken to prevent mission of Control appointed to supervise the carrying out of 
the Germans froni the air clauses would not be able to begin work until after the 
^drm^aurid^^^^^ ratification of the treaty. Reports received from the British 
airma 1 a Military Commission at Berlin and from other sources (see 
Appendix I), showed that Germany was circumventing the air clauses by 
the following means : — 

( 1 ) She had sold and continued to sell her aircraft and aircraft material 

to various neutrals. 

(2) She was adapting her aircraft to commercial use. 

(3) She was also negotiating to sell to private companies for the sum of 

400,000 marks some 500 aircraft engines captured from the Allies. 
With regard to (i), namely, the sale of aircraft to neutrals, that entailed 
the securing of neutral markets at the expense of the Allies. Those markets 
would also support the German aircraft industry, which was the production 
of her air power, and also the basis of her commercial aeronautical develop- 
ment, which will be in competition with that of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. It was therefore suggested that this sale shall be forbidden through 
the Supreme Council, and that Germany shall be called upon to refund to 
the Allies the sums which she had already made out of such sales. 

With regard to (2), that is, the conversion to commercial use of service 
types of aircraft, a service type of aircraft could be converted to commercial 
use by slight structural alterations within 48 hours. Such aircraft could 
equally well be re-converted to service use within the same period. It was 
suggested that the German Government shall be informed that the Allies 
are aware that service types are being converted to commercial use, and that 
the President of the Inter-Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control shall 
be the sole judge as to whether any aircraft is of a service type or otherwise. 

With regard to (3), (i.e. the sale of aircraft material captured from the 
Allies), under the military clauses all war material captured from the Allies 

See No. 8, minute 8. 


was to be returned. This material was required by the Allies, particularly 
the engines. 

It was therefore suggested that the German Government should be 
informed that the 500 engines referred to shall be delivered to the Allies at 
once, at a place to be specified, and all other material of this description shall 
be handed over to the Inter-Allied Commission of Control. 

Mr. Balfour enquired whether the fact that the German Government 
had sold a certain number of captured aircraft engines to private firms 
reacted in any way to the detriment of the Allies from a commercial point 
of view. 

General Groves replied in the negative. He would point out, however, 
that the engines in question were in very good order; they had been well 
looked after; and they were urgently required by the Allies. 

(It was agreed to accept the proposals made hy General Groves, namely: — 

1. Thai; the sale of aircraft and aircraft material to neutral Powers shall 

be forbidden through the Supreme Command, and that Germany 
sliaM be called upon to refund to the Allies the sums which she had 
already made out of such sales ; 

2. That the German Government shall be informed that the Allies are 

aware that service types of aircraft are being converted to commercial 
use, and that the President of the Inter- Allied Aeronautical Commis- 
sion of Control shall be the sole judge as to whether any aircraft is of 
a service type or otherwise ; 

3. That the German Government be informed that the 500 engines sold 

to private companies shall be delivered to the Allies at once at a place 
to be specified, and all other material of this description shall forth- 
with be handed over to the Inter- Allied Commission of Control.) 

, (General Groves withdrew, and Colonel Morgan entered the room.) 


15 * 

Liberalio,, ofpAoner, of [No* P™ted] 

war formerly belonging to 
the Austro-Hungarian 
Army, now nationals of 
an Allied or Associated 
State 

i6« 

Immediate liberation of [Not printed] 

Turkish Prisoners of 
War in Egypt 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris^ 

August 7, igig. 
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August gth, igig. 

Dear Monsieur Dutasta, 

I notice that, according to our Troces-Verbal’, one of the conclusions arrived 
at on August 2 nd [ist], was to the effect that Marshal Foch should be directed to 
consider what military equivalent could be exacted from the Germans should they 
fail to carry out that provision of the Treaty which requires them to surrender 
Officers guilty of crimes against humanity and the laws of war. 

This is not in accordance with my own recollection of what passed ; but I have 
spoken to the Secretariat on the subject, and they are so convinced of the accuracy 
of their report that I am forced to admit that I must have failed clearly to hear 
what was said by my colleagues. 

I do not therefore ask that any alteration should be made in the minutes, but 
I sliould be grateful if you would place on record my dissent from this particular 
conclusion, which seems to suggest the possibility of comparing the punishment of 
criminals on the one hand, with some kind of military advantage on the other; an 
idea difficult clearly to grasp. 

My own view was that we resolved to ask Marshal Foch to consider by what 
kind of military threat we could prevent the German Government evading its 
Treaty engagements with regard to the surrender of accused Officers — a quite 
different proposition. 

Perhaps you would be kind enough to add this letter to our records. 

A. J. Balfour 


Appendix B TO No. 29 
Document i 

p.-SkRis, d aotit igig. 

Au Colonel Wallace. 

Aux bons soins du General Tasker H. Bliss, 

Flotel de Grillon, Paris. 

Mon Cher Colonel Wallace, 

Je vous envoie ci-joint copie d’un telegramme qu’on vient de recevoir de 
Budapest, signe du General britannique Goi’don [.yfr], du Colonel italien Romaneili 
et du Colonel americain Causey, donnant le texte de Pultimatum rernis par ie 
Kaut Gommanclement rouinain aux autorites hongroises hier soir a 6 heurcs. Ge 
texte cst quelque peu tronque, mais je vous Fenvoie tel qu’il est et je vous ferai 
paivenir, par telegramme, aussitot que je I’aurai, une copie corrigee. 

lioover vous serait reconnaissant de porter ce fait, aussitot que possible, a 
i’attention du General Bliss. 

Vcuillez croire, etc. 

J. A. Logau [Logais'] 
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Document 2®* 

BUDAPEST, Aug, gth, jgig, 

112. X. TJ. 

Paris. 

Lorsque [sic} ie Commandement Supreme Roumain pose pour accepter la 
cessation des liostilites, demandee par Fetat Hongrois. Contents [sic} Convention 
miiitaire qui fera cesser les hostility entre la Roumanie et la Flongrie. 

A. Le Commandement Supreme Roumain renonce a occuper toute la Hongiie 
siie Commandement supreme hongrois gage: 

I. A livi'er: 

A. Tout le materiel de guerre de toutes les categories qui est encore reste en 
possession des troupes et de FEtat Hongrois, 

Fait exception de cette regie le materiel qui sera juge necessaire aux forces 
arrriees que la Ilongrie aura le droit d'avoir pour garder Fordre a Finterieur 
jtisqu’a la ratification de la paix avec la Roumanie. 

L’elfectif de ces forces ne depassera sous aucun motif le riombre de 15.000 
(quinze mille) hommes, officiers Indus. 

Leur organisation en unites ainsi que leur encadrernent, arinement (?) et 
leur groupement, sera decidee ulterieurement par ie Commandement Supreme 
Roumain. 

B. Les fabriques existantes en Hongrie qui ont servi a la fabrication de Farme- 
ment des munitions, de toutes les categories; leur demontage au profit de la Rou- 
manie sera effectud par les specialistes roumains avec le concours des officiers 
hongrois. 

G. L’equipernent de toutes les categories necessaire a une armee forte de 300.000 
soldats. 

D. 50 pour cent du matdiel roulant qui appartient encore d’apres les registres 
a FEtat hongrois, des machines et du materiel qui existent en Hongrie et servent 
a la construction, Fentretien et la reparation des voies ferrees et au materiel 
roulant, 

E. 200 (deux cents) automobiles de tourisme et 400 (quatre cents) camions 
automobiles en bon etat de fonctionnement et avec tons leurs accessoires, 

F. 30 pour cent du betail et animaux de toutes les categories C|ui existent 
actuellement d’apres les registres en Hongrie (i).^^ 

G. 30 pour cent de toutes les machines agricoies de toutes les categories actuelie- 
ment existantes en Flongrie (i).^^ 

H. 20.ooo.(vingt mille) wagons de ble, 10.000 (dix mille) wagons de mai’s et 
5.000 (cinq mille) wagons orge et avoine (i).^^ 

I. Tout le materiel flottant de toute categoric qui appartenant a FEtat Rou- 
rnain, aux societes particulieres et citoyens roumains, ont ete enleves par Fenneml 
en Roumanie et qui se trouve dans les eaux hongroises. 

J. 50 pour cent du materiel flottant de toutes les categories qui appartient a 
FEtat hongrois. 

K. Tous les prisonniers et otages roumains. 

L. Tous les deserteurs roumains, de toutes les nationalites, se trouvaiit refugies 
en Hongrie a la signature de la presente Convention. 

A translation of this document was published with minor omissions in the British 
press on August 7, 1919. 

See the note in the text after paragraph L. 



(i) Destine a etre distribue aux soldats roumains qui n’ont pii cultiver leur terre 
a cause des deux motifs suivants: 

A. IIs ont ete tenus mobilises pour garantir la surete de Tetat contre ceux qui 
ont contiiiiiellement trouble la paix. 

B. IIs ont manque des moyens necessaires parce que ces moyens leur ont et6 
enieves par I’ennemi. 

2. Entretenir au compte de FEtat liongrois pendant tout le temps que les 
troupes roumaines occuperont les regions hongroises de Fouest de Tissa toutes les 
forces royales roumaines qui se trouveront dans ces regions au moment de la 
signature de la presente convention, 

3. A. Procurer le charbon necessaire a la circulation en rapport avec les 
necessites militaires roumaines dans la region a Fouest de Tissa. 

4. ^^ B. Les armees Royales roumaines ne se retireront a Fest de Tissa que 
lorsque le commandement supreme hongrois aura satisfait toutes les conditions 
imposees au paragi’aphe A. 

G. La reception du materiel et des animaux de toutes les categories prevue au 
paragraphe A, se fera par des commissions c|ui seront constituees. La composition 
et le siege des commissions ainsi que les conditions et les endroits de livraison du 
materiel et des animaux, seront decides iilterieurement iDar le commandement 
supreme roumain. Le fonctionnement des commissions devra commencer au plus 
tard 48 heures apr^s que le commandement supreme roumain aura notifie offici- 
ellement leur nomination au commandement hongrois. Notification pourrait 6tre 
faite pour toutes les commissions et en meme temps ou pour chacune a part. Le 
terme minime pendant lequel devra s’effectuer la livraison sera fixe ulterieurement 
par le commandement supreme roumain pour chaque categoric a part, en rapport 
avec les possibilites techniques. 

D. Pour le controle de Fexecution de cette Convention fonctionnera k Budapest 
ime mission roumaine. La Mission fonctionnera jusqu’a la ratification du Traite 
de paix entre la Roumanie et la Hongrie par les autorites legales hongroises. La 
Mission jouir a de tous les privileges et immunites accordes par Fexterritori[ali]te 
dans les pays civilises. 

E. La ci-presente convention devra etre accept^e ou refus6e integralement; par 
consequent les contre-propositions ne seront pas admises. Le terme de reponse 
expire a 22 heures le ^jviii-iQiQ. 

F. En cas que les conditions ne sont pas acceptees, le Commandement Supreme 
Roumain enlevera de la Hongide, sans respecter de proportion, le materiel et les 
animaux r^ui seront necessaues a la Roumanie pour I'emplir aux moyens [ ? au moins] 
en partie, les vides douloureux crees a la Roumanie par un ennemi qui pendant 
tout le temps de Foccupation et a Foccasion de la paix de Budapest, a meconnu 
le sentiment humanitaire. 

General Gordon [Gorton], anglais. 

Lieut. Col. Romanelli, italien. 

Lieut. Col. Causey, americain. 

Les conditions ci-dessus ont etd remises du [? au] Ministere Hongrois a 6 heures 
le 5 aout et on ne lui a accorde que jusqu’au 5 aout 10 heures pour les accepter. 

L’acceptation de ces conditions amenerait sans aucun doute la chute du Gou- 
vernement et la mine du pays. ^ 

Gregory 

The French preposition appears to haye been mistaken for a paragraph heading. 

Apparently numbered in error. 
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Appendix I to No. 29 
Document i 


Ministisre de la Guerre. 

PARIS, July jist, igig. 

General Duval, President of the Commission on Aerial Glauses, 
to The President of the Supreme Council of the Peace Conference. 

I iiave the honour to submit herewith the report addressed to General Groves 
by the British Military Mission at Berlin. 

General Groves, Britisli Delegate of the Commission on Aerial Glauses has asked 
me to draw the attention of the Supreme Council to this report so that instructions 
may lie given to the Gommandei’-in-Ghief to oppose the sale of the motors in 
question. 

This report clearly shows the importance of the facts mentioned and I think it 
is necessary that this question should be examined without delay. 

Duval 


Document 2 


No. 6599.3.1. 

‘C’ (D. 249—25.7.19) 

General Haking, 

Armistice Commission, Cologne. 

I forward herewith a report by Captain T. Breen of this Mission, which is of 
importance and seems to demand prompt action. Gapt. Breen is making further 
investigations, but looks upon this report as quite reliable. There is no doubt that 
the Germans will make use of the period before the treaty comes into force to 
dispose of as much property as possible. 

N. Malcolm, Major General, 
Chief of Britisli Military Mission 

I Moltkestrasse, Berlin. 


Document 3 

'G’ (D. 249—25.7.19) 

BERLIN, 24th July igiQ. 

To General Malcolm. 

In accordance with section 3 of part V of the Conditions of Peace (air clauses 
198 to 202) Germany is restricted in the manufacture of aeroplanes and engines. 
Accordingly die Government have arranged to close down a series of factories 
including that at Adlei’shof, near Johannesthal, Berlin, immediately. 

This factory employs 4,800 hands, who have been given notice of dismissal the 
first week in August. Shed 404 contained approximately 500 engines captured 
from allied machines, many of which were of the most modern type, Rolls-Royce, 
Plispano-Suiza, Renault, Liberty, etc. The workmen of the factory informed me 
some time ago that a Commission of British Officers had visited Johannesthal in 
December accompanied by a German Staff Officer, who did not show them the 
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boot)* hali ai Adlershof. [A] deputation of two workmen informed me yesterday 
that the motors are now being removed in all haste to a small depot at Kiirfiir- 
e.tendamm, Berlin. It would appear that a private firm has purchased the contents 
of tiio. iiall i'or .|oo,ooo Marks. So far 120 Rolls-Royce engines and Hispano-Suiza 
< iiyib'-s have L'cen removed and the remainder should be moved in the course of 
this ’wcej:. I'hc men at the present moment are being dismissed. They receive 
three ^\’ceks’ pay in advance. 

if the Allied Military Authorities wish to obtain delivery of this material 
according to article 202, the powers conferred by article 210 of section IV (Inter- 
allied Commissions of Control) might be temporarily transferred to an Allied 
Aviation Commission in order to obviate the secretion of the material in this way 
by the German authorities; otherwise it will be very difficult to recover material 
and engines disposed of to private buyers before the ratification of the treaty, 

T. F, Breen, Captain 


No, 30 

H. D. 26.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Thursday, 

August 7 j 1919^ at 9.90 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire : The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clarke [Clerk]. 

France'. M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Itaty: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan'. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Chapin. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Lt.-GoL A. Jones. 

Interpreter: Prof. P. J. Mantoux. 

I, (M. Tardieii, M. Laroche, M. Aubert,^ Colonel Peel, Colonel CastoldiF 
Situation in Goolidge, M. Adatci, M. Kato, and M. Shidemitsu [? Shige- 
Hungdry niitsu] entered the room.) 

Mr, Polk handed to M. Clemenceau a telegram, which M. Clemenceau 
asked M. Mantoux to read. 

(The following telegram was read : — 

Vienna, Aug. 7, 1919, 12 noon. 
I. ‘(Gausay [jiV] will stay Budapest until General Bandlioltz arrives and 
you can phone him easily from Prague; situation in Pest more nasty 
than ever.) You have already been told of changes and situation 

* French expert for ethnographic questions. 

’ Italian expert for political and diplomatic questions, 

^ 'MM. Ad<'itc.I and Kato were members of the section of the Japanese delegation con- 
cerned with polidt^al and legal questions; M. Shigemitsu was a secretary on the delegation. 
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becoming very acute on account of stoppage of boats on river which 
were preparing to move this mormng in accordance with James 
plans, also on account of cutting all lines of communication, includ- 
ing blowing up of railroad to Vienna, also manner of military occupa- 
tion and treatment of inhabitants, their property and supplies. 
General Gorclan [j-zV], Causey, Romanelli and James went to 
Roumanian General with written protest against these things, act- 
ing under their authority given in the several different ways by the 
Entente. Roumanian General declined to permit them to read 
statement, acted very discourteously, and was told so. He declined 
to receive communication, stating that it should be sent to Roumanian 
General Headquarters, which of course is out of reach of communica- 
tion, even if they knew where it was. He also stated lie was acting 
under orders when he destroyed all communications out of city, 
which of course cuts off supplies coming in from country, of which 
tliere were eighty carloads vegetables in one lot. I plan to go to 
Buell [s] tonight, meeting you there. I will arrive in time to have 
conference with General Bernhardt [PBandholtzJ there, who I under- 
stand leaves tonight. Will you tell him to be looldng for me. There 
is nothing to be done with this situation except to settle whether 
Roumanians are going to loot this country under one guise or another 
and if France is going to back them; then to determine whether other 
members of Entente are going to have a voice in determining the 
future policy of Central Europe. It is just as difficult, perhaps even 
more so, to utilise Hungarian equipment of railways and Danube in 
this situation as it was under Bela Kuhn. There is no resistance 
their troops, no necessity for their occupying with the force they have, 
except for a misguided military policy or a selfish desire on their 
part which is not in accord with broad principles of reconstruction 
and future peace of this country and the world.’) 

Mr. Polk said that, as he had already informed M. Glemenceaii, ail 
supplies to Hungary had been stopped by Mr. Hoover, who did not propose 
to supply the Roumanian Government with food that was meant for the 
Hungarians. He also asked that the following telegrams be lieard .* — 

2. ‘2vn. rb 201 A.R.A. Received Aug 7, 1919. 

Budapest Aug. 6, 1919. 

. Supreme Council, Paris. 

‘As indicated in telegram sent by me earlier tonight the Archduke 
Joseph with three members of the hew cabinet called on myself and the 
representatives of the Italian and American Governments to announce 
the partial selection of his cabinet and to state that he was forming a 
coalition government in line with the suggestions made by the Supreme 
Council in Paris. The Archduke is known as the Governor of the State, 
lie was accompanied by Frederick, the Minister President : General 
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Scline tzer, Minis ter of War : General Tanczos, Minister of Foreign Affairs : 
Bleyer, Minister of Nationalities ; Gaillery, Minister of Health, The other 
rninistry appointments to be made tomorrow to complete the cabinet will 
consist of two agrarians, one or two of the Szeged party and a social demo- 
crat. The Minister President is a bourgeois. The Minister of War and 
Minister of Foreign Affairs are both late Generals in the Austro-FIiingarian 
army. The Minister of Nationalities is a university professor, the Minister 
of Health a physician. Other details will be wired later. General Gorton, 
Causey and Gordon [.nr] just reported from Budapest that Roumanians 
under the pretext of searching for arms are entering and pillaging a great 
many different houses in outlying districts as well as in town. The army is 
li\dng on the country and taking for both animals and men. 

Gregory.’ 

g.Tx rb. 75. A.R.A. Received August 7, 1919. 

Budapest Aug. 6, 1919. For Action. 

Supreme Council, Paris. 

‘The Hungarian Gendarmerie arrested at six thirty p.m. today the social 
democratic Government while the latter were holding a sitting at the 
National Palace. The coup d’etat was carried out without any disorder. 
The Archduke Joseph is head of the new Government. General Schnetzer 
was sent here at ten o’clock tonight to impart this information and to state 
that policy and other details of new Government will be handed later 
tonight. 

General Gorton,’ 

4. Tvn rb 180 A.R.A. Received Aug. 7, 1919. 

Budapest Aug. 7, 1919. 

Supreme W ar Council, Paris. 

‘The Roumanians have informed the Hungarian Governm.ent that as 
the latter have not accepted the terms of their armistice they intend to 
cross the Danube tomorrow, August seventh. I have ascertained that 
General Holben+ refused to appear in the press today the publication [sic] of 
M. Clemenceau’s telegram of fifth instant to the Hungarian Government, s 
The Roumanians continue to perpetrate acts which are most discreditable 
to a power associated with the Entente. Harmless individuals are assaulted, 
food, livestock, agricultural implements and rolling stock are requisitioned 
and sent to Roumania, and through the purposeless blockade and destruc- 
tion of railways Budapest is on the verge of starvation. The latest act of 
wanton destruction is the demolition of the railway between Budapest and 
Vienna. Unless instant measures are taken to compel the Roumanians 
to evacuate Budapest and cease their predatory operations in Hungary, 

^ General Holban was commander of Roumanian forces in occupation of Budapest. 

5 See No. 28, appendix A. 
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the confidence of the Hungarians in the good will of the Entente will be 

destroyed. 

General Gorton. 

M. Glemengeau expressed the view that the Roumanian action could not 

be tolerated. 

Mr. Polk said that in the opinion of the American Delegation, inter- 
ference in the domestic affairs of Plungary would do more to encourage 
Bolshevism than any event in the last six months. Lenin woula point to the 
example of wliat had taken place on the downfall of the Soviet Government 
in Hungary, in order to sca,re Russia and preserve his own regime. The set- 
ting up" of a reactionary Government in Hungary in place of a moderate 
socialist Government was a very threatening feature in the situation. 

h'lR. Balfour asked whether the Roumanian General committing these 
follies and wickednesses was the same that had put himself under Marshal 
Foch’s orders. 

M. Glemengeau said that as the General was not named, it was impossible 
to know. 

Mr. Polk said that one of the American Experts on the Economic Com- 
mission had prepared a memorandum showing in what way the armistice 
demanded by the Roumanians interfered with the Reparation terms of the 
Conference. (See Appendix A.) 

M. Glemengeau said that an energetic telegram must be sent to the 
Roumanian Government. 

Mr. Balfour entirely agreed. He added that the Commission of Generals 
should be informed of the message sent to Bucharest, and asked to communi- 
cate it to the Roumanian Government. If the Roumanians still persisted in 
going forward, it would be necessary to break off relations, or to do something 
very serious. He asked whether there was any economic weapon that could 
be brought to bear on Roumania. 

Mr. Polk said that Roumania would soon be quite independent of the 
Allies in this respect for a short time. There was a good harvest about to be 
reaped, and abundant rolling stock was being stolen from Hungary, but, for 
the future, Roumania would not be able to count on any assistance from the 
United States. 

M, Tittoni said that on the previous day he had heard a rumour that the 
King of Roumania was to enter Buda Pest. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that the telegram to be sent to Roumania should 
begin by a brief recital of the various things which had been required of the 
Roumanian Government by the Conference, and of the omissions by the 
Roumanian Government to fulfil these requests. This part, he thought, 
would be easy, as it amounted to a list of requests by the Conference and of 
disobediencies by the Roumanians, but it was harder to discover exactly 
what threat should be added at the end. No opinion had as yet been expressed 
in the Goimcil as to how far it was desirable or possible to go. 

® See No. 28, minute 2. 
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M. Glemengeau suggested that it be stated that Roumania had broken 
the Alliance and must suffer the consequences. 

M. PiGHON agreed that the Roumanians had proposed an armistice which 
was not in harmony with the armistice made by the Allies, and that they 
had set up a reactionary Government which was contrary to Allied policy. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Council would agree to a threat of 
blockade by sea. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would prefer to threaten Roumania for the 
time in general terms. He thought that the mere breach of the alliance 
would frighten her sufficiently. 

Mr. Balfour said that the result of this action should be borne in mind. 
This would be the first public quarrel in the alliance. It was also taking 
place in a part of the world where the tension was very great. The fact must 
be faced that the consequences might be very serious. 

M. Glemengeau said that the alternative was to submit to the insolent 
defiance of the Roumanians. He was not prepared to submit to it. He would 
rather leave his place in the Council. The Roumanians had always behaved 
like this, and deserved to be told that if they continued they would be regarded 
as having broken the alliance. They were in conflict with the Conference, 
and must suffer for it. 

M. Tardieu enquired whether there really existed any alliance with 
Roumania. It had been declared at the Peace of Bucharest that the Rou- 
manians had ceased to be Allies. 

Mr. Polk said that even after tliis, when they desired to raise a loan in 
America, the Roumanians had declared themselves to be among the Allies. 
They could not be Allies only for financial purposes. 

M. Tardieu suggested that the Roumanians be told that they must leave 
the Conference and suffer all the consequences of ceasing to belong to it. The 
Conference was a definite thing. The alliance was a vague thing. The Rou- 
manians would be able to estimate advantages and disadvantages more clearly. 

Mr. Balfour then undertook to draft a telegram. He said that what he 
was about to read should be prefaced by a recital of the various instances 
in which the Roumanian Government had refused to carry out the policy of 
the Conference. After some discussion the following draft was accepted as 
the conclusion of the telegram to be sent to the Roumanian Government: — 
‘The Conference in the face of these facts is compelled to believe that 
the Roumanian Government intends to defy the Conference and to sever 
themselves from the Allied and Associated Powers. If the Conference is 
mistaken in these views it desires that the Roumanian Government will 
give it an immediate contradiction not only in words but by acts which 
will prove to all the world that Roumania accepts and is prepared to carry 
out in good faith the policy which the Conference has thus laid down.® 

(It was also agreed that the telegram should be transmitted to General 
Gorton, at Buda Pesth for commimication to his colleagues and to the 
R.oumanian Commander. ' 

The final draft prepared by M. Berthelot is annexed in Appendix B.) 
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2. M. Glemenceau asked M. Tardieu if he had anything new to say about 
Thrace. , ^ 

Bnlganan Tardieu said he had nothing to add to what he had said the 

rrontiers 

day beiore. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had had a talk with Mr. Polk. The ori^nal 
proposal of the Committee was strongly objected to by the American 
Deiegatioiij, which was supported by the Italian Delegation. He had himself 
on the previous day suggested a compromise which restored to Bulgaria a 
large population in Western Thrace, but gave the coast to Greece as a line 
of communication with Eastern Thrace. M. Venizelos had not liked this 
solution. As an alternative he had proposed that Thrace be made an auto- 
nomous State like Rutheiiia under Greek sovereignty. This solution did not 
commend itself very much nor did it meet the A^merican objection which he 
understood to be that Bulgaria could not now be deprived of access to the 
Aegea n which had been given her before the war by a Treaty. The American 
Deiegatioii believed that this was bound to lead to war very soon. They said 
they also thought it was useless to allege that Dedeagatch was an indifferent 
port not worth a quarrel. Whatever its merits the Bulgarians were attached 
to it, and it had a sentimental value about which there could be no argu- 
ment. If peace in the Balkans were to be established, Dedeagatch must be 
left to Bulgaria. This he understood to be the American view. To meet this 
view a suggestion had been made that a corridor to the Aegean including 
Dedeagatch be given to Bulgaria under full sovereignty, the allotment of 
Thrace, both Eastern and Western, being left very much as the Committee 
had proposed. It had then been agreed between himself and Mr. Polk that 
the American and British experts should set to work on this suggestion to see 
if it could be geographically carried out. They were then to see M. Venizelos 
without committing either of their Principals or the Conference. 

Mr. Polk said that one argument had weighed considerably with him. 
All military authorities said that the cession of Thrace to Greece meant war 
in the Balkans. They added that of the Balkan States Bulgaria was the best 
able to wage war. It was therefore imperative to find some compromJsc 
which had a chance of lasting at least for a while. 

M. Tardieu said that he was not much in favour of the 'corridor’ proposal. 
In another instance a 'corridor’ had been proposed to link Czecho-Slovakia . 
with Yugo-Slavia. This had been rejected by the Council as impracticable, 
though it would have been a matter of European interest and favourable to 
two of our Allies, as well as separating Austria from Hungary. As to the 
military opinion mentioned by Mr. Polk, he did not hke to pit himseL 
against the military authorities^ but the Conference had been repeatedly 
told that all the enemy countries would go to war. Germany had not done 
so. tie personally thought it most unhkely that Bulgaria would defy the 
Conference. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that in the case of Germany the Allies were in 
possession of a good argument namely, Marshal Foch and his armies on the 
Rhine. No similar argument existed in Bulgaria. 
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M. Tardieu said that M. Venizelos had declared himself ready to cope 
with the situation. In any case he thought, as the corridor would include 
Dedeagatch, a Greek town, and other towns also Greek, that it should, like 
Daiitzig, be made into the territory of a Free State. 

M. Tittoni said that he had previously suggested an alteration of the line 
in Eastern Thrace; now Mr. Balfour suggested one in Western Thrace. He 
thought perhaps the two might be combined. 

M. Tardieu said that if Western Thrace were not to be Greek there was 
no special reason why it should be Bulgarian. The population was Turkish. 

Mr, Polk observed that the country was at the present time Bulgarian. 

M. Tardieu said that Western Thrace was held by the Bulgarians just 
as Southern Dobrudja was held by the Roumanians. The American Delega- 
tion wished to take Southern Dobrudja from Roumania because it was 
Bulgarian and to give Bulgaria Western Thrace because it was Turkish. 

Mr. Polk said that the question was w'-hether Greece had a better claim 
to the country than Bulgaria. Secondly, if the transfer meant war was it 
advisable to make it? 

M. Tardieu said he would agree if necessary not to give the country to 
Greece but he would not agree to give it to Bulgaria. 

Mr. Polk observed that the American suggestion had been to attribute 
the country to an international state. This had been scoffed at. 

M. Tardieu said that possibly a working arrangement might be made 
giving Dedeagatch as a commercial outlet to Bulgaria, under international 
administration as a free city. An international administrative commission 
would also control the railway leading to it. Thrace, both Eastern and 
Western, might be granted autonomous rights, similar to those granted to 
Ruthenia, under the sovereignty of Greece. It might even be possible to 
re-enforce the arrangement made .for Ruthenia by an international commis- 
sion. This scheme would take into consideration all the observations made, 
except that it would not permit direct access of Bulgaria to the Aegean, but 
he thought Bulgaria could do without this and the Allies had no real interest 
in furthering this desire. In any case he thought it was more inexpedient to 
work for the party of Constantine in Greece than to annoy the Bulgarians 
who, after what they had done, must expect severe treatment. 

Mr. Polk agreed that it was desirable to uphold M. Venizelos. He had 
no desire to favour the Bulgarians but it was not always advantageous to give 
even a good boy ail he wanted. In Whstern Thrace, the figures of the igi.;-, 
census showed 100,000 Bulgarians against 30,000 Greeks. It was true that 
this proportion had been different in 1910 but present figures showed a great 
preponderance of Bulgarians. The American Delegation was convinced that 
to give this country to Greece was dangerous and would do no good. In 
Eastern Thrace, by changing the Enos-Midia line, it might be possible to 
give Greece a larger Greek population. The Greeks were more numerous 
towards Constantinople and less numerous towards Adrianople where the 
Bulgarian population was denser. He urged that 100,000 Bulgarians should 
not be placed under Greek rule. What had happened in Smyrna would 
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Ii-. p:.-;] .-'Hin'ii iii Western Thrace. M. Venizelos had quoted a number of 
aii-rx'itics. Out of the Carnegie report an equal number of Greek 
atioridcs umid be cited. The Turks in Western Thrace spoke Bulgarian 
rajr ■n-i's'-ro-d Bulgarian to Greek rule. 

Ivf. 1'ardieu said that his own experience had satisfied him that the 
.b'd'rruu u irom laiigiiage to political preference was false. 

Mr. Poli: said that this might be so. Nevertheless, there still remained 
Dulgu firms as against 30,000 Greeks. 

M. Clcaienoeau asked what Mr. Polk thought of the proposal to make 
Decleagatcli and the corridor a free city. 

Mr. Folk said that this solution would still give the uplands of Thrace 
where die Bulgarian population was densest to Greeks. The corridor was on 
the Eastern rim of Western Thrace. 

M. Tardieu said that he saw no possibility of giving to Bulgaria Greek or 
Turkisli territory. The figures of the 1914 census did not deserve any atten- 
tion. Th e reduction of the Greek population had been obtained by wholesale 
massacre. Pie could not admit that massacre created title. 

Mr. Polk said that he had taken care to say that no title arose from 
massacre. What he had drawn attention to was the actual condition of the 
population. 

M. Tardieu said that under a Greek or International Government, the 
Greeks would flock back to the countiy. 

Mr. Polk said they w'ould doubtless do so if the Bulgarians allowed them. 
That was the point. His instructions from President Wilson were very clear 
that a large Bulgarian population was not to be handed over to Greece. 

M. Tardieu asked whether a commercial outlet for Bulgaria toDedeagatch 
through an internationalised territory was consistent with Mr. Polk’s 
instructions. 

Mr. Polk said that this might be consistent with the instructions. He was 
not quite certain, as there had been some confusion in the cable. What was 
quite positive was that the transference of a large population in Western 
Thrace to Greece was not approved. 

M. Tardieu asked v/hether autonomy similar to that given to the 
Rutiienians or even reinforced by further guarantees would be accepted by 
the American Delegation. 

Mr. Polk said that only international control would be accepted. 

M. Tardieu asked if Mr. Polk would oppose the cession of any part of 
Western Thrace to Greece. 

Mr. Polk said his instructions did not amount to this. He would be pre- 
pared to accept the compromise suggested by Mr. Balfour, The whole 
matter might, as Mr. Lansing had suggested, be referred to an International 
Commission. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the present Council was, in itself, an Inter- 
national Commission. He thought that for the time being no further progress 
could be made in the discussion and suggested that the views of M. Venizelos 
on the various compromises should be obtained. 
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M. Tardieu said that he knew what M. Venizelos’ views were. He had 
seen him since his conversation with Mr. Balfour and Mr. Polk. M. Venizelos 
v/as not willing to give up the numerous Greeks of Eastern Thrace merely 
on account of a few thousand Bulgarians in Western Thrace. 

M. Glemengeau asked whether Mr. Polk accepted autonomy for Thrace 
under Greek sovereignty. 

Mr. Polk replied in the negative. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not think that the granting or the with- 
holding of Dedeagatch from Bulgaria would put an end to conflict in the 
Balkans. On one thing he w^as determined — that no territorial reward should 
be given to Bulgaria. 

(It was decided to adjourn the discussion.) 


3. M. Tardieu said that a small piece of frontier remained unsettled. He 
alluded to the frontier between Roumania and the Rutheiie 
Frontier between Roll- territory attached to Gzecho-Slovakia. The recommend- 
^SlomkState^ Committee on the Territorial Questions 

relating to Roumania and Yugo-Slavia were to be found 
in Report No. i of April dth, 1919. (W. G. P, 656, Page 4. II — Conclusions, 
A. Northern Frontier {a) and 


(It was then decided to accept the frontier between Roumania and the 
Czecho-Slovak State (Ruthene territory) as drawn by the Committee for 
the study of Roumanian and Yugo-Slav Afiairs in Report No. 1 of 
April 6th, 1919, and to notify this line to the two Delegations concerned.) 


4. M. Cambon said that the Czechs and Poles had not been able to reach a 
solution on the question of Teschen. M. Paderewski had suggested 
^schen ^ negotiations should be resumed in Paris. M. Benes, who 

felt that he would not be able to yield, had asked to be heard by 
the Council. The Council had already had discussions on the c|uestion of 
Teschcn, and was doubtless unwilling to hear lengthy statements on the 
subject again. He therefore suggested that M. Benes and M. Paderevv^ski be 
heard before a joint meeting of the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Committees. 
As neither side would yield, it was obviously to the advantage of both to have 


” The paragraphs in question read as follows: 

‘{a) The line proposed by the Committee for the northern frontier of Transylvania gh'^es 
to the Ruthenes the valley of the river Tisza and the railway following it, with tiie 
exception of the Rumanian centre of Maramaros-Sziget. Moreover, it leaves the 
Ruthenes free to re-establish the continuity of their railway by making a detour 
round that town, 

‘(b) The Committee is of opinion that the railway from Tisza-Ujiak to Raho, as well as 
its connections with the railways situated on each side of it, should be operated 
under the supervision of the Allied and' Associated Governments so as to ensure 
their free use to the neighbouring States concerned during the time recjuircd for the 
completion of a continuous railway in Rumanian territory from Maramaros-Sziget 
to Szatmar-Nemeti and a continuous railway in Tchecho-Slovak territory on the 
northern bank of the river Tisza. The conditions and duration of the supervision by 
the Allied and Associated Governments will be fixed by the said Governments.’ 
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a solution imposed by the Conference. The joint meeting would then make 

a short report to the Goimcil. 

(It was decided to accept M. Cambon’s proposal regarding tbe reference 
of the Tesclien question to a joint meeting of tbe Polish and Czecho" 
Slovak Committees for speedy examination and report.) 

(M. Gambon withdrew and Mr. Strachey^ entered the room.) 

5. Mr. Straghey said that on May 7th the Supreme Council decided that 
the mandate for German East Africa should be given to Great 
Bel^an Clams 'ppjg decision was published. M. Hymans'^ thereupon 

m iJMi jjnca ^ protest to M. Clemenceau as he considered that the 

claims of Belgium to receive a mandate for the portion of the colony occupied 
by her troops should not have been overlooked. Lord Milner’'® was asked by 
the Prime Minister to discuss the matter with M. Hymans. M. Hymans 
delegated M. Orts to represent liim, and Lord Milner had meetings with 
M. Orts and also correspondence during the month of May. On the 
I St June Lord Milner informed the Secretary of the British Empire Delega- 
tion that he had agreed with M. Orts to join with him in a proposal to the 
Supreme Council that Belgium should be allowed to retain, under mandate, 
a certain portion of the territory of German East Africa occupied by her 
troops. The limits of this territory so retained were marked on a map, a copy 
of which was submitted by Lord Milner. Lord Milner added : ‘It is clearly 
understood that in recommending this solution, which I am personally pre- 
pared to support, I have not in any way committed the Supreme Council.’ 
The decision to create a special Commission to consider, among other thingSj 
the claims of Belgium in German East Africa, was taken oh June 26th [27th]. 
The Meeting of that Commission which heard the Belgian claims took place 
on July 17th, and the above-mentioned agreement between Lord Milner 
and M. Orts, was communicated by Baron de GaifEer d’Hestroy.''’^ 

M. Clemenceau asked how much of German East Africa would thus pass 
under Belgian mandate. 

Mr. Straghey replied that it would be about one-twentieth of the Colony 
and the most thickly populated part of it containing about 2,500,000 people. 

Mr. Balfour said that he supported the views of Lord Milner. He under- 
stood that there were some objections as Belgian administration, owing to 
its past achievements, did not inspire universal conviction. 

Mr. Straghey said that this point had not been raised by the United 
States representative. A different point had been raised by him at a meeting 
of the Mandate Committee (See penultimate paragraph of Report of Com- 
mittee on Belgian Claims in East Africa — Appendix G).’'^ 

Expert for African Colonies on the British Delegation. 

« Belgian Minister ofForeignAiFairs andDelegatePlenipotentiaryto thePeaceConference. 

J 0 Secretary of State for the Colonies and Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Conference. 
Belgian representative on the Commission on Colonial Mandates. 

Not printed. This report stated that the committee had on July 17, 1919, considered 
the agreement of May 30, 1919 (see appendix D), and had unanimously decided to transmit 
it to the Supreme Council, no member of the committee except the representative of the 
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M. Tittoni said that, in consideration of the great sacrifices made by Belgium 
during the war, this satisfaction could not be denied her. He was in favour 
of ratifying the agreements made between the British and Belgian Delegates. 

M. Glemengeau agreed. 

Mr. Polk asked if he might for the time being reserve his vote, as he wished 
to consult an American Expert w'ho was not present. He would notify the 
Secretariat later. 

(With the reservation that Mr. Polk would inform the Secretariat-General 
at a later date whether he was able to accept or not, the agreement 
annexed as Appendix D was accepted by the Council.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

August 7, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 30 

Memorandum relative to the Armistice Terms presented by Roummia to Plungary 

August yth, igig. 

The armistice terms go far beyond what is normally included in an armistice 
and comprise a comprehensive programme for indemnifying Roumania for loss 
and damage which she has suffered in the war. The indemnification to be required 
of Hungary is far more drastic than anything which has ever been considered by 
the Peace Conference and is for the exclusive benefit of Roumania. 

The demands of Roumania represent, in my opinion, an act of bad faith on the 
part of Roumania, which is desti'uctive of the entire principle of reparation adopted 
by the Peace Conference and consecrated by the Treaty with Germany, which 
Roumania has signed. 

(i) The Treaty with Germany establishes the principle of ‘solidarity’. One 
global debt is created, made up of the damage done by Germany and its allies, and 
one common fund is created of payments by Germany afid its allies. Out of this 
common fund each Allied State is to receive a share proportionate to damage 
suffered, irrespective of which [of] the enemy States caused the damage and 
irrespective of the Powers from which the reparation fund was made up. This 
principle was accepted by the greater Powers at the urgent request of the lesser 
Balkan Powei's. particularly Roumania, which urged that it would be unjust that 
they be relegated to relief from Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria, the financial 
capacity of which was small. Accordingly, the Treaty with Germany makes 
Germany liable for damage done by Austi’ia, Hungary and Bulgaria. Roumania, 

United States having any observation to make with regard to principle. As regards the 
American attitude, the penultimate paragraph of the report read as follows : 

‘Mr, Beer, on behalf of the U.S.A., made the following observations: 

“The territory over which there is a question of giving Belgium a mandate had a popula- 
tion of about 3 million inhabitants out of the 7 millions who formed the population of the 
former German colony of East Africa. This zone is moreover inhabited by tribes whose 
position, from the ethnical, political and economic points of view, differs from that of the 
populations of the Belgian Congo, from which they are moreover geographically isolated. 
This may cause the Belgian administration di:®culties which Mr. Beer, some weeks before 
the agreement of 30th May, had thought it his duty to point out to President Wilson.” ’ 
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uuior»g tlie other AllieSj is entitled to share pro rata in payments made by Germany. 
CJorrespondingh=-, all the Allies are to share pro rata in reparation payments made 

b)’ Hungarv, etc. 

'Hie armistice demand made by Roumania on Hungary is destructive of this 
ihridc'-na-iitai ]>!’inci|)Ie which was accepted by the principal Allied Powers at the 
rcfjnesl and lor tlie benefit of Roumania and other lesser Powers. 

(2) 'I'lic principle is established by the Treaty with Germany (see Reparation 
Clauses, Annex II, Paragraph 12) that the Reparation Commission is constituted 
by llse Kcwrai Allied and Associated Governments as the ‘exclusive agency’ of the 
said Governments for receiving the reparation payments to be made by Germany. 
While the text of this Treaty applies only to the reparation payments made by 
Germany, it was always understood that the signatories of this Treaty accepted the 
general principle of the Allied Powders collecting reparation through a common and 
exclusive agency. Langxiage similar to that of the German Treaty is contained in 
the Ccmclkkms of Peace presented to Austria, and is to be contained in the repara- 
tion clauses with Hungary. The principle is obviously the only sound and orderly 
one. If c'.'er)’ nalion is allowed to go about in its own way to collect the indemnity 
which it thinks is clue it, nodiing but dispute, recrimination and serious trouble can 
result. Hie action of Roumania in formulating and presenting the armistice terms 
to Hungary is destructive of this principle. 

(3) In the Conditions of Peace prepared for Austria it was originally provided 

that liability for reparation should be imposed upon the entire Austro-Hungarian 
Empire, including portions of that Empire transferred to Allied States. In defer- 
ence to urgent protests it was agreed to permit the States acquiring Austro- 
Hungarian territory to make a modest contribution toward the cost of the war of 
liberation, wdiich would be accepted in lieu of indemnity. An agreement to this 
effect has (subject to approval by his Government) been signed by Mr. Antanesco, 
one of the Roumanian plenipotentiaries. By this agreement Roumania undertakes 
to make payment, in accordance with a formula wdiich is prescribed, on account 
of the cost of liberating Austro-PIungarian territory transferred to Roumania. It 
is further provided that this sum to be paid by Roumania shall be set off against 
the sums payable to Roumania by way of reparation and ‘no further payments on. 
account of reparation shall be made until the other States to whom reparation is 
due shall have received payments on account of a like proportion of their approved 
claims for reparation’. On the faith of this agreement the proposed Conditions of 
Peace with Austria Vv^ere modified, so as to relieve transferred portions of Austria- 
Hungary from payment of indemnity. , 

f he, terms of the armistice presented by Roumania to Plungary are in direct 
violation of the agreement signed by Mr. Antanesco. 

J. F. D[ulles], 


Appendix B to No. 30 
Document i 

Radio. y igig. 

Monsieur le General Gorton, 

Mission Britannique, Budapest. 

En reponse a vos telegrammes d’information, je vous communique le tele- 
gxamrne que la Conference de la Paix a adress6 aujourd’hui au Gouvernement 
Roumain a Bucarest. 



Je voiis prie d’en cloiiner connaissance a vos Gollegues des Missions Ailiees et au 
General en Chef Roimiain. 

(reproduire ie Telegramme a Bucarest) 

G. Glemenceau 


Document 2 

Extreme urgence. 7 ^919^ 

Ministre de France j Bucarest. 

Je vous prie de communiquer sans le moindi'e retard au Gouvernement Rou- 
main le telegramme suivant que lui adresse la Conference de la Paix. 

A la suite de la chute du Gouvernement de Bela Kun et de son remplacement 
par un Gouvernement socialiste, consecutifs a la defaite des troupes liongroises par 
les troupes rouniaines, le Gonseil Supreme a, le 5 aout, envoye a Budapest une 
Commission de quatre Generaux Allies charges d’entrer en communication d’une 
part avec le Gouvernement hongTois pour faire respecter I’armistice de novembre 
1918, et d’autre part avec les Chefs des armees roumaines et serbes pour garantir 
ie pays occupe contre tons sevices et regier les conditions de Foccupation, 

Ces decisions ont ete portees par telegramme a la connaissance du Gouverne- 
ment hongrois, des Generaux roumains, en meme temps que des Gouvernements 
roumain et serbe. 

Le Gonseil Supreme ayant appris le 6 aout que les autorites militaires roumaines 
^ Budapest voulaient imposer au Gouvernement hongrois un armistice en contra- 
diction avec Farmistice conciu en novembre avec la Hongrie au nom des Puis- 
sances ailiees, et en violation des droits generaux des Allies quant aux reparations, 
a avise le jour miSme le Gouvernement roumain qu’il refusait de reconnaitre aux 
Generaux roumains le droit de conclure un armistice sans Fautorisation des Puis- 
sances Ailiees. En meme temps, le Gouvernement roumain etait mis en garde 
contre toute action contraire a Fhumanite ou au droit qui pourrait etre commise 
par les troupes roumaines, en le priant de donner au General en Chef Roumain 
en Hongrie Fordre de se conformer aux directions de la Commission des Gendraux 
qui represente la Conference et agit par delegation de son autorite. 

La Conference de la Paix n’a encore repu aucune reponse directe du Gouverne- 
ment roumain et apprend que les Gendraux roumains refusent de defdrer aux 
indications des Generaux Allids, s’opposent a la publication du teiegramme 
adressd par le President de la Conference au Gouvernement Hongrois, laissent 
ieurs soldats piller la propridte privde, requisitionnent et envoient en Roumanie 
ie betail, et le materiel roulant, soumettent Budapest a un blocus inutile qui affame 
la ville, detruisent les lignes de chemins de fer, en particulier celle qui va dc 
Budapest a Vienne, ennn commettent une sdrie cFactes qui sent autant de viola- 
tions des decisions de la Conference, des droits des Puissances Ailiees et Associees, 
et meme de la plus elementaire humanite. 

Le Gonseil Supreme apprend en meme temps que le Gouvernement socialiste et 
hongrois a ete renverse par un coup d’etat, ses membres arretes et qu’ii a ete 
rernplace par un Gouvernement a la tete duquel est FArchiduc Joseph. 

En presence dc ces faits, la Conference est obligee de croire que ie Gouveimement 
Roumain a Fintention de braver la Conference et de se separer des Puissances 
Ailiees et Associees. 

Si la Conference se trompe a cet egard, elle demande au Gouvernement Rou- 
main de dementir immediatement cette opinion, non par des mots mais par des 
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:;t U‘-- nv^l [irouveroxit publiquement que la Roumanie accepte et est prete a 
excj’uter tic bonne foi la politique arretee par la Conference. 

G. Glemengeau 


Appendix D to No. 30 
Document i 

Cofiie. PARiSj le JO ? 7 iai 1919. 

Anricxe: uuc caiic. 

I.es souRsignes ont Fiionneur de soumettre au Gonseil Supreme des Allies la 
propositio3i .san'vante concernant Fattribution de mandats d’administration sur les 
terriloircs de i'lbst africain allemand: 

La Belgique excrcera le mandat d’administration de la partie de PEst africain 
allernaad qui s'ctend a i’ouest de la limite indiquee en rouge sur la carte ci-jointe.’'^ 
La Gi'aade-Brciagne exercera le mandat sur les parties de ia m&ne colonie qui 
iic sorn pas aEU ibiiecs a la Belgique. 

Milner. 

Orts, Ministre Plenipotentiaire 
desa Majesty le Roi des Beiges. 


Document 2 


Description of the Boundary indicated on the Accompanying Map^^ 


From the point where the frontier between the Uganda Protectorate and 
German East Afiica cuts the river Mavumba and in a south-easterly direction a 
straight line to point 1640, about 15 Idlometers south-south-west of Mt. Gabiro. 

Thence a straight line in a southerly direction to the north shore of Lake Moliazi, 
where it terminates at the confluence of a river situated about 2 1 kilometers from 
the confluence of the river Msilaia. 

If the trace of the railway on the west of the river Kagera from Bugufi, to Uganda 
approaches within 16 kilometers of the line defined above, the boundary will be 
carried to the west, following a minimum distance of 16 kilometers from this trace, 
without, however, passing to the west of the straight line joining the terminal point 
on Lake Mohazi and the top of Mt. Kivisa (2100) situated on the Uganda-German 
East African frontier about 5 kilometers south-west of the point where the river 
Mavumba cuts this frontier. 

Thence a line south-eastwards to meet the southern shore of Lake Moliazi. 

Thence the watershed between the Tarulca and the Mkarange and continuing 
southwards to the north-eastern end of Lake Mugesera. 

Thence the median line of this lake and continuing southwards across Lake 
Ssake to meet the Kagera. Thence the course of the Kagera downstream to meet 
the western boundary of Bugufi. 

Thence this boundary to its junction with the eastern boundary of Uruiidi. 

Thence the eastern and southern boundary of Urundi to Lake Tanganyika. 

Milner. 

Orts, Ministre Plenipotentiaii'e 
de S.M. le Roi des Beiges. 

Map not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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No, 31 

H, D. 27 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. PichoFs Room at the Oiiai dr’Orsay, Paris, on Friday, 
August 8, igig, atg.gop.rn. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Han’ison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir G. Clerk. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St-Qjuentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; sege.etae.y', M. Kawai. 

Joint Segretarr\t: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin, British Empire: Com- 
mander Bell. Fraiicc : Captain A. Portier. Italy: Lt-Golonel A. Jones. 
Interpreter: Professor P. J. Mantoux. 


I. (Marshal Focli and the Military Representatives of the Supreme War 
Council were present.) 

M. Clemenceau communicated a letter from the Italian Delegation 
^n^Fium subject to the Council (See Appendix A). 

M. Tittoni asked that the question should be submitted to the 
Finance Committee for ei?ammation and report. 

(It was therefore agreed that the letter from the Italian Delegation with 
regard to the Financial Situation in Flume should be submitted to the 
Finance Committee for examination and report.) 


2. M. Clemenceau asked whether the Americans had any news from 
. Budapest. 

^Hm^ar communicated a telegram contained in Appendix B. 

M. Clemenceau said that he did not see that the Council could 
do anything at present. 

Mr. Balfour, commenting upon the telegram, asked why the i^Vllied and 
Associated representatives at Vienna had received some, and not all, of the 
instructions given to the Committee of General OfEcers. 

Mr. Polk said that he could only say that the instructions had been sent 
through Warsaw [? to] General Gorton. 

General Sagkville-West said that the instructions had been sent on the 
previous day, in writing, and by telegram. The former would go by courier, 
but the latter would have to be communicated by the best means that the 
Allied representatives in Vienna could devise. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the American organisation for telegraphic 
communication with Central Europe had been employed. 

Mil. Norman replied that an attempt had been made to send the com- 
munication by wireless telegraph from the Eiffel Tower. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not think the question was of great impor- 
tance, so long as every means had been employed for communicating with 
the Allied and Associated representatives concerned. 
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M. Tii'TONI then drew attention to the instructions to the four Generals, 
dealing witli the distribution of w^ar materials to the Allies (See Appendix B 
ofH. D. 24.-). ^ 

He thought that the insertion of the phrase in the instructions in question 
was somewhat premature. He understood that the Council was to decide 
finally on the distribution of the total war material taken from the enemy, 
on the general principle that each Ally was to have a share proportionate to 
its effort. The question, therefore, still remained to be settled. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not quite understand how the phrase 
objected to by M. Tittoni had been inserted. 

M. Glemengeau agreed with the principle enunciated by M, Tittoni, and 
said that he thought a telegram should be sent to the Generals. 

General Weygand said that he would draft the necessary telegram to the 
Generals. 

(It was decided that General Weygand should send a telegram to the four 
Generals on the Commission to Budapest, informing them that as the 
general principle governing the distribution of enemy war material to the 
Allies had not as yet heen decided on by the Coimcil, their functions in 
the matter should be limited to making such recommendations as they 
might think fit.) 


3, Mr. Balfour stated that the Austrian Delegation had just sent in a 

general reply on the subject of the peace terms. ^ The com- 
Austrian Notes question would be sent to the various Com- 

mittees for examination, in accordance with the procedure 
established. Furthermore, each Committee would report separately on the 
points in the Note with which it was immediately concerned. The Council 
after receiving and considering the replies of these various Committees, would 
send them to the Co-ordinating Committee for the necessary action. He there- 
fore proposed a modification of the procedure, which would consist in sending 
the replies of the various Committees to the Co-ordinating Committee first, 
which latter body, after considering them as a whole, should report to the 
Council. 

Captain Bortier informed Mr. Balfour that this procedure had already 
been adopted, 

(The Finance Experts entered the Room.) 

4. M, Cheysson drew the attention of the Council to the telegram contained 
in Appendix G, He said the Council was faced with the 
alternative of the eventual bankruptcy of the Turkish state, 
or of partially consenting to the measures whidi the Ottoman 
Government were taking. He thought it would be better to 


Sale of State Pro- 
perty by the Otto- 
man Government 


'■ No. 28. 


2 Oil August 6, 1 9 1 g, the Austrian Delegation, in conformity with the stipulated extension 
of the time-iimit (see No. 22, minute 2), communicated its general reply and detailed 
observations upon the draft treaty presented to it on July 20. French and German texts of 
this .Austrian reply are printed in Bericht iiber die Tdtigkeit der deutschosterreichischen Friedens- 
dckgation in St. Germain-en-Laye, vol. ii, pp. 78-295. 
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!ia\'c further informatioii before taking definite measures. Such information 
would lake I he form of a general report on the financial position of the 
Turkish Govcrmncrit. He did not think that it would be proper to allow the 
'riirks to proceed ivith the sale of State property without further enquiry. 
He suggested that they should be asked why the sale of their credits and 
property was so urgent, and what form of realisable property they proposed 
to sell. 

M. Tittoni said tliat he agreed with M. Gheysson as to the need of a 
general report upon the financial position of Turkey. He thought, however, 
that a distinction should be made between 

( 1 ) the private property of the Sultan 

(2) the properties of religious foundations, and 

(3) the State domains. 

No. 3 constituted a fund of State property which was a most important 
guarantee of ultimate reparation. The private property of the Crown could 
be sold by the Turkish Govt, as it could not be regarded as confiscated 
property, subjected to the payment of war damages. The properties of 
religious foundations could not be seized in payment of rvar damages, and 
the Turkish Government might, in a similar manner, sell them. 

M, Gheysson said that in the Peace Treaties with Austria and Germany, 
the Grown property had been regarded as belonging genuinely to the State, 
and as being, in consequence, liable to confiscation. 

M. Tittoni said that he could not quite agree, as a distinction had been 
established between the private and public property of the Ruler, the latter 
falling under the jurisdiction of the National Executive. 

M. PiCHON said that he did not think that distinctions of the kind were 
applicable to Eastern countries, and that it would be better to adopt a 
simpler, general rule. 

M. Tittoni said that he only desired that in communicating a general 
report upon the financial situation in Turkey, the Financial Commission 
should take into consideration the point that he had raised. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether, under the terms of the Armistice, w^e were 
empowered to ask for the exact information required. Gould we, for instance, 
have made a similar request to Germany? 

M. Gheysson remarked that he thought that until such time as the Peace 
Treaty should be signed, the Allied and Associated Governments were able 
to take whatever measures they thought necessary for the preservation of their 
interests. 

Mr. Polk said that as it would be a long time before the final peace could 
be arrived at with Turkey, and, as the existing Armistice was incomplete in 
certain points, due to its having been drawn up at an early period, would it 
not be advantageous to draft a more complete and conclusive Armistice, 
which would enable us to tide over the intervening time? 

Mr, Balfour said that he thought Mr. Polk’s suggestion, if put into effect, 
would be a trifle liigh-haiided. 
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Mr. Polk suggested that the necessary measures might be efiected by 
mutual agreement. 

Mr. Dulles drew attention to the fact that in the successive Armistices 
imposed upon Germany, measures had been taken with a view to preserving 
securities and other properties for the purposes of ultimate reparations. 

Mr. Balfour agreed, but said that these additional terms had only been 
imposed in exchange for concessions on other points granted by the German 


Government. 

M. Glemenge.vu said that he thought the necessary measures could only 
be put into effect by Treaty provisions. 

Mr. Balfour then suggested that it might be best — 

1. To refuse to recognise the sales of property now being carried out by 

the Turkish Government until the final signature of the Peace Treaty. 
Such a measure would put prospective purchasers on their guard ; and 

2 , After receiving a full report on the financial position of the Ottoman 

Government, authorisation might be given to proceed with sales of 
a certain class, in order that the Turkish Empire might be saved from 
bankruptcy. 

(It was therefore decided: — 

1 . That a commimicatioii should be sent to the Ottoman Government 

through the French High Commissioner at Constantinople, informing 
it that the Allied and Associated Governments refused, and would 
refuse to recognise the validity of any sales, effected by such Govern- 
ment, between the signature of the Armistice and the ratification of. 
the Peace Treaty. 

2. That the Allied and Associated Governments should reserve to them- 

selves the right to grant special licences to the Ottoman Government 
for the sale of such property as the aforesaid Ottoman Government 
might desire to realise : the conditions of sale, and the property to be 
realised, being specified, in detail, beforehand, to the Allied and 
Associated Governments. 

3. That the Financial Commission should enquire into, and present a 

general report on the financial position of the Ottoman Government, 
and should examine the question of the sale by that Government of 

(а) Private properties of the Crown. 

( б ) Properties belonging to religious foundations. 

(c) State domains.) 


5 . (At this point Colonel Peel entered the Room and M. Gheysson with- 
drew.) 


Reparation and Finan- 
cial Clauses in the Peace 
Treaty with Bulgaria 


Colonel Peel presented and remarked on the pro- 
posals put forward by the Reparations Commission (See 
Appendix D).3 


3 Not printed. The proposals put forward by the Reparation Commission in this note 
dated August 7, 1919, were those accepted below by the Supreme Council under resolutions 
1-4. In the first two of these proposals the Reparation Commission was reiterating its previous 
V ievv’s against thos e of the Greek, Roumanian and Y ugpslav Delegations , which considered th a L 


373 



He drew attention to the observations made by the Delegations of the 
Greek, Roumanian, and Jiigo-Slav Governments on the subject of the 
Reparation Glauses, and to the opinion of the Reparation Gommission upon 
the criticism raised against the articles in the Peace Treaty dealing with 
reparations by Bulgaria. 

In conclusion, he drew attention to the calculation made by the American 
Delegation on the subject of reparations in Balkan countries. The results of 
this calculation were that the reparations to be paid by Bulgaria wei'e to be 
regarded as a national payment of Fes. 600 . for each citizen. The total load 
of debt and obligations upon Serbia, represented a payment of Fes, 300 . per 
citizen. 

Finally, he wished that a modification should be inserted into Article 14 , 
so as to enable the Reparations Gommission to collect debts due by Germany 
to the National Bank of Bulgaria. 

(It was agreed : — 

(1) To accept the figure of 21; milliards of Francs, which the Reparations 

Commission considered to be the maximum sum payable by Bulgaria. 

(2) To accept the findmgs of the Commission with regard to the debts 

due by Germany to Bulgaria, and .by Bulgaria to Germany, and 
not to add such credits to the total sum payable by the Bulgarian 
Government. 

(3) To accept the findings of the Reparations Commission on the subject of 

the cattle and live stock to be delivered by the Bulgarians to the Serbs. 

(4) That neither Greece, nor Roumania, nor Jugo-Slavia should be repre- 

sented on the Interallied Committee for Bulgaria. 

(5) That Article 14 of the Financial and Reparation Clauses should be 

modified in such a manner as to allow the Reparations Commis- 
sion to collect debts due by Germany to the National Bank of 
Bulgaria.) 

6 . Marshal Fogh explained his report (see Annexe [Appendix] E) on the 
subject of the German Forces in the 10 kilometre and 50 kilometre zones on 
the right bank of the Rhine. 

(It was agreed that Marshal Foeb’s proposals vdth regard to the German 

Military forces for maintaining order in the 10 kilometre and the 50 kilo- 
metre zones on the right hank of the Rhine should be accepted.) 

the provisions were unduly favourable to Bulgaria. (In connection with the second proposal 
it was stated that: 'La Commission estiine qu’il serait tout a fait illogique, apres avoir fixe 
ie maximum de ce que la Bulgaria peut payer, d’y ajouter une soninie indeterminee et dont 
ic montant est, au reste, Fobjet des contestations.’) These delegations held the same view 
as regards the third item. Here the Reparation Commission stated that after consulting 
the Allied representatives in Bulgaria it had somewhat raised the proposed figures; it 
energetically maintained, however, its view as to the desirability of limiting restitutions of 
cattle from Bulgaria, which might otherwise degenerate into razzias. It appeared to the 
Commission that the delegations in question did not fully appreciate the fact that limited 
restitutions in kind were not to be regarded as being necessarily the only satisfaction which 
they might receive in respect of claims to reparation for losses in cattle, etc.; and in the 
course of the general discharge of her economic obligations, Bulgaria would doubtless be 
compelled to export cattle in large numbers. , 
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M/iRSTiAL Fogh said that the question to be discussed had been brought 
forward in his letter of the 6th of August to the President of 
m- of Ocaifaiwn Council (see Annexe [Appendix] F). His conclusion had 
'''* ‘ ' been, that the Council ought to take an immediate resolution. 


with regard to the constitution of the Allied 
the total forces necessary. 


and to 


M. Glemenceau asked whether Italy should be regarded as consenting to 


participate in the occupation. 

Marshal Fogh replied that he understood that Italy would participate, 
and that contributions to the forces would come from four sources. 


M. Glemenceau said that the question before the Council v/as whether 
each Country consented to send a quarter of the total effectives. 

Mr. Balfour said that Great Britain was quite willing to send her share; 
but that a practical difficulty with regard to the provisioning of the troops 
called for solution. It would be very difficult for Great Britain to send the 
necessary provisions to any of its forces stationed in Upper Silesia ; on the 
other hand, such an operation would be relatively easy for France. He there- 
fore proposed that the Headquarter Staffs should examine the question of 
distributing’ the troops. England might take a greater share in any operations 
affecting the coastal regions, such as Dantzig; whilst France might make a 
proportionately larger contribution towards operations in such regions as 
Upper Silesia. The total force would be the same; only the disposal of the 
troops would be modified. 

M. Glemenceau remarked that a decision had been arrived at, to the 


effect that the forces of occupation in Upper Silesia should be taken from the 
Armies in the Rhine territories. The question of transport had not therefore 
arisen, since troops taken from such sources would probably be sent by land. 
Since the provisioning of the troops on the left bank of the Rhine was carried 
out en bloc, the same thing v/ould probably hold good for military forces in 
Upper Silesia. It was most important that ail forces of occupation sent out 
by the Allies to various parts of Europe should, in every case, comprise a 
certain number of men from each one of the Allied and Associated Powers. 


This principle was particularly important in such areas as Dantzig. He did 
not make any concrete proposal, but considered that the spirit of the Treaty 
would be violated by failing to make all forces of occupation, composite, 
Inter- Allied Units. 


Marshal Fogh said that he concluded from Mr. Balfour’s remark that the 


British Army would be represented in Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Balfour said the British forces would certainly take part in that 
occupation. 

General Bliss said that a decision had been arrived at, to the effect that 


every Army was to be represented on the Rhine. He was of the opinion 
that the command in any one locality should be homogeneous. The United 
States would contribute. With regard to the proportion of troops to be 
furnished by each nation, he reminded the Council that he had been a 
Member of each Committee that had examined the problem, when the ques™ 
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tion of tile Army of Occupation on the Rhine had been discussed. He had 
told Pi'csidcrit Wilson that the figure arrived at for the United States Forces 
was an alisolute minimum. His observations had therefore been accepted and 
the necessary orders gh'^n. He had thought, however, that the American 
troop.s were to remain on the Rhine, and were not to be sent into Upper 
Silesia. It would therefore be necessary for him to ask President Wilson 
whether the United States contingent for the Rhine should be considered as 
indivisible, and, if sent elsewhere, whether it should be replaced. 

M. Glemenceau said that when the question of the occupation of the 
Rhine had been discussed. President Wilson’s plan of an Inter- Allied occupa- 
tion had been accepted in spite of his (M. Glemenceau’s) opposition. It 
therefore seemed difficult to admit that President Wilson was in a position to 
discuss the matter further. 

Mr. Balfour said that he believed General Belin had informed the 
Council that a Division in Upper Silesia could be of strategical use in the 
event of the recurrence of active operations on the Western Front. 

General Bliss said that he was sure that President Wilson would make no 
objection. The only point to be considered was whether the United States 
force should be regarded as a Unit not capable of division, and whether if it 
were sent to Upper Silesia, it should be replaced on the Rhine by other troops. 

Mr. Polk said that the question was one of numbers. 

M. Glemenceau said that he realised, that, from a practical point of view, 
it would be better for certain Units in the Armies of Occupation not to be 
Inter- Allied Forces. From the political point of view, however, it was most 
important that Occupation Forces should be so constituted; this was more 
particularly desirable in view of the fact that the Allied soldiers had always 
worked well together, and that no friction had risen between them. 

Mr. Balfour said that he agreed with M. Glemenceau. It was most 
advantageous to show everywhere, that the Allies remained associated 
together in the achievement of certain objects. He did not foresee any diffi- 
culty with regard to the troops; but he did anticipate numerous practical 
difficulties with regard to provisioning. He proposed that Marshal Foch 
should examine the problem in collaboration with the Headquarter Staffs 
of the various Governments concerned. 

M, Tittoni said that he did not think that the principle of equal contribu- 
tion had ever been accepted, and that he could not undertake to furnish a 
quarter of the total effectives in the Division for Upper Silesia, more especially 
as Italy had no troops on the Rhine. 

M. Glemenceau said that although there were no Italian troops on the 
Rhine, Signor Orlando had none the less accepted the principle of the Forces 
of Occupation being divided amongst the Allies. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought that the American and British Govern- 
ments had made reservations. 

M. Glemenceau said that these Governments had consented to furnish 
their contingents; the only reservations that they had made, dealt with tlie 
subject of the distribution of troops in certain specified sectors. 
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Marshal Fogh asked Vv'hether lie was to understand that the United 
States, Great Britain, France and Italy, would particiiiate equally in the 
occupation of Upper Silesia. 

M. Tittoni said that he accepted the principle, but made a reservation 
witli regard to the number of effectives to be supplied. 

M. Glemengeau answered that the principle of Inter-Allied occupation 
liad been proposed by President Wilson, and accepted by all. It liad been 
completely understood that an equal representation was intended; for, when 
no such understanding had been arrived at, the cjuestion had been raised 
and decided. This had been the principle arrived at for the Rhine. No 
statement had ever been made to the effect that unequal contributions would 
be given by the various Governments to the Army of Occupation in Silesia. 
Mr. Balfour and Mr. Polk had accepted the general principle, and he asked 
M. Tittoni to give his consent to it. 

M. Tittoni said that the theatre in which the operation was to take place 
was further away from Italy than it was from other countries. 

M. Glemengeau said that such a fact might be an excuse for Italian troops 
arriving late, but that he insisted on knowing whether M. Tittoni did, or did 
not, accept the principle that Italy should supply a quarter of the total 
effectives necessary for the occupation of Upper Silesia. 

M. Tittoni said that he accepted the principle. 

(It was decided that the United States, Great Britain, France and Italy, 
should each supply a quarter of the total effectives necessary for Upper 
Silesia. 

It was further decided that Marshal Foch, in collaboration with the 
Allied Headquarter Staff should consider what advantage would be 
derived from each of that [?the] Allied Governments being represented in 
the Forces of Occupation in Eastern Europe. Marshal Foch should further 
consider the disadvantages which might arise from the constitution of 
composite Inter- Allied Forces, owing to difficulties of provisioning each of 
these contingents, and from any friction that might occur between the 
soldiers of the Allied Nations. Finally, Marshal Foch was to submit a 
report on what he considered would be the most advantageous distribu- 
tion of the Allied troops.) 

Marspial Foch said that the same question arose with regard to Danzig 
, . and Memel, which were occupied by Inter- Allied troops. He 

'’M Manel whether the principle of equal contingents had been 

accepted. 

Mr. Balfour said that the principle was not disputed. What ought to be 
decided was whether it would not be more practical for each Government to 
have its forces concentrated in certain sectors, so as to simplify the problem 
of provisioning. The total number of effectives in each locality would not be 
altered; he took as an example the occupations of Upper Silesia, and of 
Danzig, and of Memel. It might be decided that the British contingent in 
Upper Silesia ought to be replaced by a French contingent of equal strength. 
In compensation for such ail arrangement, France would not have to send 
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any contingent to Danzig. On such a basis, France would only have to send 
provisions to Upper Silesia, and not to Danzig; whilst Great Britain would 
only send provisions to Danzig, and not to Upper Silesia, He wished the 
problem, as he had brought it forward, to be studied by Marshal Focli and 
the Allied Headquarters Staffs. 

Marshal Fogh stated that the Upper Silesia question had been settled 
and ought not to be raised afresh. He asked for a decision with regard to 
Danzig and to Memel. 

General Weygand said that the articles in the Peace Treaty were dif- 
ferent with regard to the two regions. The Inter- Allied occupation of Upper 
Silesia had been decided upon, but no such decision had been taken with 
regard to Danzig. The question had been laid before the Supreme Council 
at Versailles; but the military experts had not been able to agree to the 
necessity of sending troops of occupation. The French Delegation favoured 
such a measure; the British and American Delegations opposed it. A decision 
was very necessary. 

M. Tittoni remarked that in a previous discussion^ it had been decided 
that German troops should evacuate Dantzig, which should not be occupied 
by Polish forces; and that the question of sending Inter- Allied troops into 
that region should be adjourned. Troops should only be sent into the Danzig 
region if thought necessary by the members of the Delimitation Committee 
on the spot. 

Mr, Balfour said that in his opinion only a very few troops would be 
necessary for Danzig. The Germans, whose propaganda might have been 
serious, now seemecl to be resigned and the situation in this locality had 
much improved. He did not think that it was therefore very urgent to come 
to an immediate decision. 

General Weygand said that the difficulty arose from the fact that officers 
sent out to the regions in question might at any moment ask for troops. The 
High Command must keep this in mind in drawing up its general military 
programme. At the present moment all armies were demobilising. Soldiers 
were returning to their civil occupations and if the constitution of this contin- 
gent were not decided upon it might be impossible to form it when desired. 

M. Tittoni said that the troops would only be sent if the officers on 
particular Commissions and Committee[s] asked for them. Such officers 
could not even take up their posts until the ratification of the Treaty and this 
fact gave us time to consider the question. 

M. Glemengeau said that it was therefore decided that Marshal Foch 
should only examine the question of Upper Silesia. 

General Weygand said that the Danzig question was also important and 
read out a telegram received that day from General Henrys : 

‘Varsovie, 6 aofit, 1919. 

‘Le Gouvernement Poionais me demande dhntervenir aupres de vous 

afin d’obtenir P envoi de deux bataillons alli& pour garder les appro vi- 
4 See No. 24, minute 2. 
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sioiiiiemeiits traiisportes de Dunkerque a Dantzig et eviter les vols a 
Dantzig. 

‘Je vous serais oblige de me faire connaitre les intentions des Allies 
ail siijet du fonctionnement de la base polonaise de Dantzig. Si une 
Commission interalliee doit etre chargee de la direction du port et des 
transports a Dantzig, j’estime que j’aurais interet a y etre represeiite pour 
les questions de transports qui interessent directement ie ravitailleinent de 
la Pologne.’ 

The question of sending Allied troops to Dantzig and Memel was adjourned. 


8 . 

AUMAmu^mithe [Not printed] 

charing up of Battlefields 

g. (M. Georgi then left the room,s and General Nollet entered.) 

General Nollet said that as he was the President of the 
Organisation of Interallied Commission of Military Control, he could not 
Intel-/. speak for the Naval and Aerial Commissions of Control. The 

Military Commission was divided into three sub-committees ; — 
[a) The Sub-Committee for Arms and Munitions. 

{b) The Sub- Committee for Effectives and Recruiting. 

[c) The Sub-Committee for Fortifications. 

Sub- Committee {a) was at the present moment the most important. There 
were large numbers of trained men in Germany at the present time. If 
German arms and munitions were taken away, the value of these trained 
men would disappear, and security would result. This had been the reason 
for the provision in the Peace Treaty whereby the time for the reduction of 
the German forces to an ordinary standard had been limited to three months. 
The Sub-Committee in question would have to see to it, that all material, in 
excess of what had been laid down, should be handed over to the Allied and 
Associated Governments. It would, moreover, actively supervise the produc- 
tion of the numerous factories in Germany, to prevent the country from taking 
up the production of war material in a disguised form. It was evident that 
this sub-committee ought to have a considerable personnel, and a large 
number of specialists, in order to be able to act with rapidity. The field of 
its operations extended over the whole German Army, and all the factories 
of Germany. 

Sub-Committee {b) had a different character. Its immediate functions 
were obviously most important, but its work in the future would be of far 
greater consequence. The avowed, and actual, intentions of Germany could 
only be ascertained with certainty by studying closely the manner in which 
German mobilisation would be carried out, and by examining the new 
legislation of that country. The members of this Sub-Committee would have 
to study German organisation from this point of view, and would have to 
® M. Georgi had entered the meeting for the previous item. 

379 



see how all the questions enumerated affected the general situation. The 
Sub-Committee might be composed of a smaller, non-specialist, personnel. 

Sub-Committee (c) on fortifications would have an easier task. Fortified 
works could not be disguised. Their position was actually known, and they 
were largely in the territory that had fallen to France, The remainder were 
mostly in the Rhine territories, now under French occupation. 

The whole Military Commission of Control, as outlined, would be very 
important. It would have to be constituted by 350 officers, 150 interpreters, 
and 800 ordinary .soldiers. Fie thought that the figures given ought to be 
regarded as the minimum of what was necessary, in view of the large number 
of problems that would have to be studied locally, and the rapidity with 
which examinations would have to be effected. After the ratification of the 
Treaty, it would be necessary to spread a whole network of investigating 
bodies over Germany. He called upon the Council to examine the figures 
put forward by him, and to remember that the whole Committee would be 
an Inter- Allied body, and not a French one. 

Mr, Balfour said that he was entirely in agreement with General Nollet’s 
conclusion with regard to the numerous personnel necessary for carrying out 
the work of the Inter-Allied Commission of Control. Practical difficulties 
would, however, arise in points of detail, such as the transporting, provision- 
ing and quartering of the staffs. As British representative, he would like to 
propose that the three Inter- Allied Commissions of Control should come under 
Marshal Foch’s orders, or else, later on, under the orders of the French 
General commanding on the Rhine. 

(It was decided that Marshal Foch’s Headquarter Staff, or the Head- 
quarter Staff of the French Commander on the Rhine, should settle all 
questions arising out of the transportation into Germany of the Inter- 
AUied Committees of Control, as well as the questions affecting their 
quartering and provisioning, when established in that country. 

It w^as further decided to accept General Nollet’s propo.sais on the subject 
of the personnel out of which the Inter-Allied Commission of Control 
should be constituted.) 


10. (At this point General Nollet left the room.) 


Afrrsment between the GENERAL Sagkville-West said that a report had been 
Military clauses in the presented to the Council on the subject of the Military 
Peace. Treaty iviih forces, wliicli might be. maintained by the various States of 
Hungary and those m Central Europe, The report on Austria had been sent back 
^Trecdy'^^^^ modified. Certain alterations had been put into it, 

and he asked the Council whether the articles alTectin«- 


Flimgaiy were to be remodelled, and brought into conformity with those in 
the Peace Treaty with Austria as finally modified. 

General Belin said that the Council had decided on the maximum 
number of effectives which were to constitute the new Hungarian Army. 

M. Clemengeau said that the CaunciTcould not reply: since the Hun- 
garian Treaty was not yet complete. 
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General Belin said that the Militar)^ Representatives had proposed a 
maximom figure of 4O5OOO men for Austria. The Supreme Council had 
lowered the figure to 15,000. The final decision was that an Army of 30,000 
men should be allowed. In the case of Hungary the two extreme figures 
were 455OOO men and 18,000 men respectively. What figure between these 
two latter was the Council going to decide upon? 

M. Tittoni said that if the Austrian Peace Treaty was to be taken as a 
basis, Hungary ought to be edlowed an Army of 35,000 men. 

M. Glemengeau said that in the present state of the Peace Treaty with 
tlungary it was difficult to arrive at an exact figure. He did not see that there 
was any particular need for deciding immediately. 

M. Tittoni said that the figure had to go into the Peace Treaty. 

M. Glemengeau said that he agreed that the Military Representatives 
ought to make the two Treaties agree in such articles as had been definitely 
settled. It was cpiite impossible to settle the question in the case of articles 
not decided upon. Austria had been allowed a large number of eflhctives 
ill order to conciliate her and to detach her from German influence. His 
own suggestion had been for an Austrian Army of 15,000 men. It was 
not possible to settle the Hungarian Army on the basis of the Austrian. 

(It was decided that the Military Representatives should co-ordinate the 
articles in the Peace Treaty with Hungary now definitely decided upon, 
with the corresponding articles in the Peace Treaty with Austria.) 


1 1 . M. Glemengeau asked that the question should be adjourned in order 
German Prisoners in that he might discuss it with Mr. Polk. 

AmlTanllt therefore decided to adjourn the question.) 

12. Mr. Balfour said that it had been the wish of the British Government 

not to declare a Blockade on Russia, but to concert measures for 
^Rimia^ closing the ports of Baltic Russia to International traffic in which 
all the Allies could act conjointly. President Wilson had just replied 
(see Appendix H) to the effect that he could not participate in the Allied 
policy. It was, therefore, not possible to come to a decision at once, for, 
whilst regretting the necessity of abandoning the policy suggested, he would 
not adopt another unacceptable to America, At the present moment com- 
mercial transit was not active in the region in question, and, in another 
three months, ice conditions would make it impossible. All that was necessary 
was to tide over this short period, and to be ready to re-examine the question 
if any important change took place. 

M. Tittoni remarked that the Blockade of Hungary had only been 
declared because Bela Kun had not carried out the Armistice conditions. 
We were now refusing to blockade Russia despite the fact that Lenin, the 
head of the Bolshevik Government, had defied the elementary laws of human 
society. W ould not the Allied\nd Associated Governments be fully justified, 
in view of this comparison, in declaring a blockade on- Russia? ITe was 
willing, however, to submit to the opinion of his colleagues. 
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Mr. Polk said that morally he agreed with M. Tittoni. But there was an 
important legal point, which should not be forgotten. No war had been, 
declared against Russia. Pie proposed that President Wilsorr’s suggestion 
should be accepted, and that the Experts should study a means of effecting 
¥/hat was desired by means of mutual co-operation. 

Mr. Balfour accepted Mr. Polk’s proposal. 

(It was decided that the Experts of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers should examine the problem of carrying out, conjointly, measures 
■which should be equivalent to a Blockade of Russian Baltic ports. When 
the problem had been fully examined a report should be made to the 
Council.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ PariSy 
August 8, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 31 

Italian Delegation, 

Hotel Edward VII, 
Paris, 7th August, 1919. 

Monsieur le President, 

J’ai rhonneur d’informer votre Excellence c[ue le Gouvernement Italien vient 
de recevoir des nouvelles toujours plus graves au sujet de la situation monetaire h 
Fiume. 

Le public a soustrait a la circulation et cache presque la totalite des couronnes 
qui ont ete estampiilees par la vilie le mois d’avril, dernier, en attendant I’echange 
en monnaie italienne; de nombreux billets austro-hongrois avec une fausse estam- 
pille de Fiume entrent en circulation et le public est force a les accepter pour les 
necessites de I’existence. Les trafics avec I’etranger sont excessivement difficiles a 
cause de la penurie monetaire, ce qui produit un rencherissement de toutes les 
marchandises et par suite une tr^s vive agitation dans la population. 

La situation est vraiment tres grave, et pourrait entrainer des consequences tres 
facheuses si les mesures necessaires n’etaient pas prises de toute urgence. Le 
Gonseil National de Fiume a fait cette suggestion: que le Gouvernement Italien 
prete a la vilie de Fiume ses billets d’Etat et de banque dans la mesure requise pour 
retirer toutes les couronnes estampiilees par la vilie meme, qui adopterait provi- 
soirement ia monnaie italienne. Le Gouvernement Royal n’aurait pas de difficulte 
a adherer a cette proposition, mais il desire que les Allies en soient prealablement 
informes. G’est pour ceia, que je me permets d’avoir recours a Votre obligeance 
en Vous priant de vouloir bien saisir la Conference de cette affaire : et comme tout 
I'etard pourrait etre tres nuisible, je Vous saurai gre si Vous voulez bien faire 
inscrire la question a fordre du jour d’une des seances de cette semaine. 

Veuillez agreei*, etc. 

Tittoni ■ 

Son Excellence, 

Monsieur Georges Glemenceau, 

President de la Conference de la Paix, Paris. 
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VIENNA, August y, jgig. 


Appendix B to No. 31 

Signal Corps, United States Army. Telegram. 

Hoover, Paris. 

Number HAM 1099 for Logan. Details continue to arrive from Budapest 
showing the effect of cutting of communications. Hospitals are without food. 
Gitilclren also in desperate circumstances. Arranging to send down immediate 
temporary supply from Vienna stocks under convoy of British and Italian and 
American soldiers. Roumanians continue to conduct their occupation in the most 
harassing manner and their attitude towards Entente representatives who are 
there is distinctly hostile and puts us in a humiliating position. The taking away 
of horses and cattle is going to still further complicate harvest and food situation 
and no doubt withdrawal of army when ordered will be accompanied by loss of 
cars, locomotives, horses, cattle and foodstuffs. The political problem and the 
independent government of Hungary is a comparatively simple proposition but 
must be based on two propositions, first the immediate withdrawal of Roumanian 
troops out of the city and back to their frontiers and second, close supervision by 
the four Generals who will soon be there of the conduct of that withdrawal with 
reference to exjDortations and pillaging. We have not yet received full text of 
instructions given to four generals and do not know extent of their jurisdiction. 
Please wire that at once. Borghesi and Cunningham in full accord and while Alysee 
[Allize] has expressed his personal opinion on withdraw^al does not care to officially 
show any interest on the ground that it is outside his sphere. From certain reliable 
reports it appears that communist agitators are already endeavouring to influence 
Roumanian troops in Budapest with success. This still further complicates the 
problem and accentuates necessity for immediate withdrawal. Only quick com- 
munication with Paris from Budapest of course by wireless which is now under 
Roumanian control. Would suggest hereafter that any messages intended for 
consideration of any of Entente representatives be sent over our lines as we have 
direct telephone and telegraph office at Budapest. Please repeat to Italian and 
British Mission. 

Gregory 


Appendix G to No. 31 

Tele gramme du Haul Commissaire Frangais d Constantinople 

CONSTANTINOPLE, U aout igiQ. 

Le Gouvernement Ottoman, dont la situation financiere est tres critique, a 
vendu des stocks de materiel appartenant notamment a Fadministration de.s 
chemins de fer du Hedjaz. 

II se propose de mettre en vente les biens du Domaine et ceux de FEvkaf. 

Ges alienations posent la question de savoir si le Gouvernement Ottoman a, 
pendant Farrnistice, le droit d’amoindrir son avou’ et, par suite, le gage commun 
des Allies. 

On se trouve en presence du dilemme suivant: emp^cher le Gouvernement 
Ottoman de se creer les ressources indispensables et Facculer a la faiilite, ou bien 
laisser amoindrir le gage sur lequel les Allies peuvent compter pour les reparations 
qui leur sont dues. 
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Les Hants Gommissaires des Puissances a Constantinople sont d’accord pour 
soumettre cette situation au Gonseil Supreme et lui demander s'ils doivent, ou non, 
signifier au Goiivernement ottoman defense d’aliener ses biens. 

Appendix E to No. 31 

Le Marichal Foch, Commandant en Chef les Armies Alliies, d Monsieur le 
President du Gonseil, Preside?it de la Conference de la Paix 

3714,] GXf.G.A., le 4 aout igig. 

Par ma lettre N° 3401 du 17 juiilet, je vous ai soumis des propositions au sujet 
des mesures a prendre pour assui'er le maintien de i’ordre dans la zone de 50 
kilometres sur la live droite du Rliin. 

Ces propositions visent. notamment, a tolerer, pendant une periode de 3 rnois 
au plus, a partir de la rnise en vigueur du Traite, le maintien dans la zone de 50 kil. 
sur la rive droite du Rhioj des forces militaires, comme garnison de surete, ces 
forces etant souraises a un regime analogue a celui actuellement en vigueur pour 
la zone neutre de 10 kilometres.^ 

Au sujet de rimportance des forces dont le maintien dans la zone de 50 kil, 
pourrait etre provisoirement tolere, je crois devoir vous dormer les eclaircissements 
ci-apres : 

Aprb Parmistice, les Allemands ont ete autorises a maintenir dans la zone 
neutre des forces militaires comportant au total : 

10 Bataillons 
et 10 Escadrons. 

Depuis, en raison des troubles, des renforcements partiels ont et6 accordes par 
le Plaut-Gommandement Alliej ces renforcements ont porte les forces allernandes 
de la zone neutre a : 

15 Bataillons 1/2, d’un effectif moyen de 500 h. 

8 Escadrons „ ,, „ 150 li. 

2 B.ies de campagne „ ,, 120 h. 

Telles sont les forces allernandes actuellement en zone neutre. 

Pour assurer le maintien de Pordre dans la zone de 50 kil. il y a lieu d’autoriser 
le Gouvernernent Allemand a maintenir provdsoirement, dans cette zone, outre les 
forces ci-dessus, un certain supplement. Mais ce supplement doit etre de peu 
cP importance. 

II ne s’agit, cn effet, que de garder certains centres industriels, comme Essen, 
ou certaines grandcs viiles comme Franefort. Le nombre des garnisons supple- 
mentaires qui s’impose est done restreint. 

II faut tenir corapte, en outre, de ce que la situation interieure en Allemagne est 
moins troublee qu’ellc ne Pa ete. 

Enfin, il serait iilogique de permettre a PAllemagne de conserver, dans la zone 
de 50 kil. des forces relativement importantes, pendant 3 mois, alors que, pendant 
ces 3 mois, ils devront reduire leurs forces totales a 200.000 hommes. 

Pour ces raisons, je propose de fixer le supplement a accorder a 4 bataillons 1/2 

^ Note in original: ‘Toutefois, le controle des Regions Militaires de la zone de 50 kil. 
appartiendrait, non au Commandant des Troupes d’Occupation, comme e’est le cas 
actuellement pour la zone neutre, mais a la Commission de controle des clauses militaires.’ 
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et 2 escadrons, c’est-a-dire, d’autoriser, poui' Fensemble de la zone de 50 kil. de la 
Hollaiicle a la Suisse, le maintien provisoire de: 

20 Bataillons, 

10 EscadronSj 
2 Battei'ies. 

A titre de renseignement, les forces allemandes stationnees en temps de paix dans 
cette zone dc 50 kilometres comprenai[en]t: 

39 Bataillons, 

30 Escadrons, 

60 Batteries. 

Je vous demande de vouloii' bien me faire connaitre le plus tot possible la 
decision des Goiivernements Allies sur cette question, de maniere que les mesures 
a prendre puissent etre appliquees d^s la raise en vigueur du Traite de Paix. 

Je crois devoir ajouter que le General Michel, Commandant FArmee Beige 
d’occiipation, et le General Fayolle, saisis, par le Gommandement Allemand, de 
demandes tendant a assurer le maintien de Fordre dans la zone de 50 kilometres, 
ont emis tous deux un avis conforme aux propositions que je vous soumets. 

Fogh 


Appendix F to No. 31 

Troops of Occupation in Upper Silesia and Dantzig 

Supreme Command of the Allied Armies. General Allied Headquarters, 

General Staff, G-i. August 6 th, igig. 

From: Marshal Foch, 

To : The President of the Peace Conference. 

The military representatives at Versailles have studied, on the invitation of the 
Allied Supreme Council, the composition of the Allied forces of occupation in the 
plebiscite zone of upper Silesia, and the effectives to be sent there. On July 10th 
they unanimously pronounced for one division at a strength of about 1 3,000 men.'^ 

Since, in its session of July 26th, the Supreme Council decided that this force 
would be taken from the occupation troops of the Rhenish territories.** But no 
decision has as yet been made to determine the contribution of each of the Great Powers 
toward the constitution of this force. 

In the same way, the military representatives at Versailles, increased by a 
military representative of Japan and a naval representative from the Five Great 
Powers, have been invited by the Supreme Allied Council to determine the military 
and naval steps to be taken in the territories of Danzig and Memel. Without its 
having been possible to reach an agreement on this question, a certain number of 
them concluded, on June 24, the advisability of employing forces equivalent to one 
division for the whole of the two territories. 

Since, in its session of July 31, the Supreme Council, examining the Danzig 
question, postponed the examination of the military force which is to occupy this 
territory.'^ 

These two questions remain thus in suspense, and the command may expect to 
have requested of it to furnish important contingents for Silesia and the Danzig 

7 See No. 1 1, appendix E. ® See No. 18, minute 5. 



zone. It may also have to furnish troops for the occupation of the Sarre territory, 
concei'ning which no decision has yet been made. 

Now the resources at the disposal of the French command at the present moment 
are strictly limited. The demobilisation allows it indeed to draw, for the missions 
in question, only on the 9 divisions made up exclusively of the classes 18 and ig, 
which are consequently not affected by the demobilisation, and are maintained at 
a sufficient strength (2,000 men per regiment). 

Out of these 9 divisions, 6 are designated to form the French army of occupation, 
I has just been dissolved in order to obtain regiments for the guard of German 
prisoners of war. 

There thus remain only the ecjuivalent of two divisions to furnish the Freucli 
effectives which the Supreme Council may decide to assign either to the Sarre 
territory, or to Upper Silesia, or to Danzig and Memel. 

Consequently, it is indisjDensable to solve simultaneously and in the shortest 
possible time these three questions, so that a general plan may be established for the 
employment of this force of two divisions, with which the chief of the General Staff 
of the Army has just requested, in addition, the taking of a considerable new 
contingent to strengthen the P.W. guard, which has become insufficient. 

I have the honour, consequently, to request you to be good enough to have 
these three questions decided without any delay by the Supreme Allied Council ; 
strength and composition of the forces designated for the occupation of Upper 
Silesia, as well as the territories of Danzig and Memel, and finally the Sarre 
territory. 


Appendix H to No. 31 

Reply of President Wilson to inquiry of July py, from the British, French, Italian 
and Japanese Representatives in the Council of Five on the question of a proposed 
blockade of Soviet Russia 

The President is not unmindful of the serious situation which exists in relation 
to neutral trade in the Baltic with the Russian ports controlled by the Bolsheviks. 
He has given careful consideration to the arguments advanced in the message 
transmitted at the request of Monsieur Clemenceau® and is not unmindful of their 
force in support of the proposed interruption of commerce with the ports men- 
tioned. However, while he fully understands the reasons for employing war 
measures to prevent the importation of munitions and food supplies into the 
portion of Russia now in the hands of the Bolsheviks, he labours under the difficulty 
of being without constitutional right to prosecute an act of war such as a blockade 
affecting neutrals unless there has been a declaration of war by the Congress of tlie 
United States against the nation so blockaded. 

The landing of troops at Archangel and Murmansk was done to protect the 
property and supplies of the American and Allied Governments until they could 
be removed. The sending of troops to Siberia was to keep open the railway for the 
protection of Americans engaged in its operation and to make safe from possible 
German and Austrian attack the retiring Gzecho-Slovaks. The furnishing of 
supplies to the Russians in Siberia, while indicating a sympathy with the 
efforts to restore order and safety of life and property, cannot be construed as a 
belligerent act. 

See No. 18, minute 6 and appendix D. 



'Fhe President is convinced that if proper representations are made to the 
iiciitral. countries dining the war they can he induced to prohibit traflic in arms 
and iTiiiiiitioris with the portions of Russia controlled by the Bolsheviks, The 
avowed hostility of the Bolsheviks to ail Governments and the announced pro- 
gramme of international revolixtion make them as great a menace to the national 
safely of neutral countries as to Allied countries. For any Government to permit 
■ iicai to increase tlieir power through commercial intercourse with its nationals 
wendd be to enxourage a movement which is frankly directed against all Govern- 
ments atid would certainly invite the condemnation of all peoples desirous of 
restoring peace and social order. 

The President cannot believe that any Government whose people might be in 
a position to carry on commerce with the Russian ports referred to would be so 
indifferent to the opinion of the civilised world as to permit it. The President 
therefore suggests that the so-called neutral Governments be approached by the 
Allied and Associated Governments in joint note setting forth the facts of the case 
and the menace to such countries and to the world of any increase of the Bolshevik 
power, and requesting the neutral Governments to take immediate steps to prevent 
trade and commerce with Bolshevik Russia and to give assurance that the policy 
will be rigorously enforced in conjunction with other Governments which are 
equally menaced. 


No. 32 


H. D. 28.] .Afoles of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d'Orsaj, Paris, on Monday, 
August II, igig, at 3. go p,m. 


Present: U.S.Ar. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J, Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir G, Clerk. 

Fratice: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M., Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A,: Colonel U. S. Grant. British Empire: Gapt. 

E. Abraham. Fmnrr: Gapt. A. Portier. Lt. -Col. A. Jones. 

Interpreter : Professor P. J. Mantoux. 


Situation in 
Hungary 


M. Glemenceau asked if any of his colleagues had any news from 
Flungary. 

Mr. Polk distributed a number of telegrams annexed in 
Appendix A. 

Mr. Balfour asked if there were any indication that the Roumanians had 
received or meant to obey the orders of the Council. 

M. Glemenceau said that there was not the slightest sign. 

Mr. Balfour said he thought the silence on the part of the Roumanians 
was deliberate. 

M. Pichon said that he did not think this could be inferred with certainty. 
The latest news was dated 7th or 8th and by that date the orders of the 



Council could not have arrived. There was a rumour that the line to Biida 
Pestli had been cut. He added, that a telegram had been received from the 
French Charge d" Affaires at Bucharest dated lotli which was to the effect 
tiia^t lie had handed, on the previous day, the telegrams from the Council 
to the Roumanian Government. None of the news contained in the tele- 
grams distributed by Mr. Polk was subsequent to the gth. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought that the Roumanian Generals at Buda 
Pestli must have been made aware of the desires of the Council. 

Mr. Polk said that according to information given to him by Mr. Buxton^ 
the Allied Geiiera.ls had great difficulty in their dealings with the Rou- 
manian General in avoiding unpleasant incidents. The attitude of the 
Roumanian General was very insolent. 

M. PiGHON said he fully admitted tliat the Roumanians were not behavino* 
well but he suggested that a judgment should not be based on the news 
received. 

^ M. Clemenceau said he thought it would be best to wait until the follow- 
ing day. 

Mr. Polk observed that the way in which the Roumanians treated the 
Conference might become a pattern not only for other Small States but 
possibly even for Germany. 

M. Tittoni asked what means of communication existed between the 
Conference and the Roumanian Generals at Buda Pesth. 

Mr. Balfour said he understood the telegraph was in American hands as 
far as Vienna; communication thence to Buda Pesth was by telephone. If 
the Roumanians had cut the telephone, communications were severed. He 
added that he hoped the Allied Ministers at Bucharest were being kept 
informed of the instructions sent to the Generals at Buda Pesth. 

M. Tittoni asked whether communication by wireless could not be 
maintained. 

M. PiCHON said that he would enquire from Marshal Foch what other 
methods could be employed to estabUsh communication. 


2. The Council had before it a letter from M. Benes (see Appendix B^). 
Letter from Czecho- ^ALFOUR suggested that a suitable acknowledgment 

Slovak Delegation should be sent to M. Benes of his letter and that he should be 
relative to the Ron- told that it would receive fuU consideration. 
maman occupation /j , 

ofHunqarv ™ decided that M. Benes’ letter of August 8th, 1919, 

- regarding Czecho-SIovak Interests in Hungary should be 

acknowledged and that M. Benes should be assured that due note would 

he taken oi its contents.) 


' Mp Noel Buxton. (Cf Papers relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris 
Peace Lonjerencc igiQ, vol. xi, pp. 373-4.) 

fettex M. Benes stated that he had received a copy of the telegram 
sent by tLe ieace Conference to the Roumanian Government (see No. 30, appendix B), 
eirphasued the respect shown by the Czechoslovak Government for the decisions of the 
’ respect of' advanced his Government’s claims against Hungary 
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cj. Tile Council liad before it the following communication from Colonel 
Haskell. 

Siitiallon in 

Armenia ‘From: Colonel Haskell, High Commissioner for the Entente in 
Armenia. 

‘To : President Glemenceau, Peace Conference. 

‘Have received official notice from the British Command at Gonstanth 
iiopie that all British troops at the present time in the Caucasus have 
orders to commence complete evacuation on August S5th; an order from 
London only can prevent this movement. 

‘The Italians officially declare that they will not send troops. This 
retreat will leave several million dollars worth of relief provisions deposited 
at Batoum, Tiflis, Erivan, etc. without protection and will stop all measures 
of assistance now operating, without which thousands of Armenian 
refugees in Russian Armenia are exposed to death from famine. The 
Armenians are surrounded by enemies and have not enough arms, muni- 
tions or energy to protect themselves. Two million of lives are in danger 
after the retreat of the British troops; anarchy will reign in the Caucasus 
where all the lives and properties are menaced. The French High Com- 
mand in the East declares that British troops in the Caucasus are not under 
his jurisdiction. 

Tn the name of the future of these regions, I ask that the British Govern- 
ment be requested to revoke the evacuation order until the question of the 
method of occupation shall have been decided. This viewpoint receives 
the approbation of ail the authorities here who understand the situation. 

Signed : William Haskell, 

Allied High Commissioner to Armenia.* 

Mr. Balfour said that the situation in Armenia was very serious and very 
disturbing. Historically what had led to the present position was, as far as 
he could remember, as follows, British troops had been sent into the country 
in 1918, In March and April of the current year it had been made clear to 
the Conference by Mr. Lloyd George that the British troops would be with- 
drawn. The date for withdrawal had first been the 15th July, but had since 
been postponed to the 15th August. It was probable that movements had 
already begun. It had therefore been known to the Conference for a long 
time that continuance of British occupation could not be expected. It had 
been understood that Italian troops would replace the British. Italy had 
accepted this exchange and the relief had been expected. From certain 
remarks made lately by M. Tittoni, he inferred that Italy regarded the enter- 
prise as too great a burden. What resulted was that British troops were leaving 
the country, that Italian troops were not coming to replace them and that 
America was not sending any men. 

M. Tittoni said that the question in as far as it concerned Italy, related to 
Turkish Armenia and not to Russian Armenia, of which Mr. Balfour had 
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spoken. Italy at one time had thought of sending troops to Georgia and 
Azerbaijan^ not to Armenia proper. Georgia demanded complete indepen- 
dence and on this condition raised no objection to occupation by Italian 
troops. On the other hand, Admiral Koitchak was unwilling to grant the 
independence of Georgia, though he might be ready to grant autonomy. If 
Italy had accepted a mandate on the conditions demanded by the Georgians, 
Italy would have taken upon herself responsibility for safeguarding the 
independence of Georgia. This, she could not do. In any case the area to be 
guarded was a large one; the Railway hne from Baku to Batum was of very 
considerable length; some 40,000 men would be required and, in addition, 
shipping and supplies would have to be found. The last were to have been 
lent by Great Britain, though it appeared at the present time that British 
shipping would not be available. The initial expense would be, he was told, 
75 million lire and the annual cost would be as much as i billion lire. Italy 
could not undertake so heavy a burden and the idea had therefore been 
given up. Nevertheless, he wished again to point out that the question of 
Georgia was quite distinct from that of Armenia. 

M. Glemenceau asked whether the United States could do anything. 

Mr. Polk said that the United States could do nothing until Congress 
acted. Troops could not be sent into a country with which the United States 
were not at war. The question of a mandate for Armenia would be put 
before Congress by the President. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether President Wilson was aware of the critical 
condition of Armenia. 

Mr. Polk replied that he had sent him two strong personal messages on 
the subject already within the last few days. 

M. Glemenceau said the conclusion was that France could do nothing: 
Italy could do nothing: Great Britain could do nothing and, for the present, 
America could do nothing. It remained to be seen whether, as the result of 
this, any Armenians would remain. 

(As no Government was prepared to furnish troops for Armenia, the ques- 
tion raised by Colonel Haskell’s telegram of August 5th, 1919, was left 
without solution.) 

4. M. Glemenceau asked his colleagues whether they had read the letter 
sent by Genei*al Dupont to Marshal Focli (Appendix G). 
Execution of Clmses thought that what Erzbei'ger had said^ 

327-230 of the Treaty a ,1 -in 1 1 1 • m 1 -t 

with Germany rrench agents, both civil and military, were 

of one mind on the subject. He thought, therefore, that 
General Dupont’s conclusion was sound. He had no intention of giving up 
the principle of demanding the surrender of culprits, but it might be advisable 
to confine the demand to a few symbolic persons, for instance, the Kaiser, 
the assassin of Miss Edith Cavell and the murderer of Captain Fryatt. A 
demand limited to a small number would probably not be resisted. The 
suggestion he would make was that each of the members should name one 

See No. 25, appendix A. 

390 



rrprcst nluiive to proceed to Berlin and to consult General Dupont as to 
wIku (.vurf practicable. For himself, he would nominate M. Hagiienin,;*- who 
ine^v e\'ery1jody in Berlin and whom he could trust implicitly to form a 
{’. mvcl csiimatc. Probably his colleagues could make equally satisfactory 
noiiii nations. 

Mil. livLFOL'R said that he considered M. Glemenceau’s proposal very 
of consideration, but before he could give complete assent to it, he 
v/o’.iid like Lfj observe first that it represented an abandonment of the Treaty. 
i'uK'ouflly. this aliandonment was on a point, concerning wliicli Engiish 
pir.dic oplniim had been greatly excited at the time of the Election. He 
thongiiL that scarcely a member had been returned who had not addressed 
his constituents on this subject and promised them that the guilty should be 
punished. He would therefore ask to be allowed to consult Mr. Lloyd George 
before assenting to M. Glemenceau’s proposal. 

Mr. Polk said that from his point of view, the proposal represented a 
change in the Treaty. 

M. Tittoni said that he quite agreed with General Dupont’s proposal. 
He also concurred in the opinion that it was not advisable to try the Kaiser. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not intend to abandon anything. What 
he had proposed to do was to execute the Treaty bit by bit. It was desirable 
to help the present German Government to live on for a few months. He 
believed that the presentation of the full demand would destroy it. He, him- 
self, had a list of i,ooo names. Doubtless his colleagues had similar lists. 

Mr. Balfour said the M. Glemenceau’s plan was doubtless excellent. It 
consisted not in giving up any of the culprits, but in deferring the demand 
for some of them. The proposal was therefore different from that made by 
General Dupont who only proposed to take a few. He did not think, how- 
ever, that it would comfort the Germans. 

M. Glemengeau said that M. Haguenin had a very long conversation with 
Erzberger who had assured him that this was not a thing to be trifled with. 
There was no intention on the part of France to abandon the execution of the 
Treaty. At first, it was suggested that a few prominent culprits should be 
asked for; the rest could await their fate for a few months. 

Mr. Balfour said there were three possible plans. One was to stick to the 
Treaty to the letter and ask for all the culprits at once. The second was 
M. Clemenceau’s plan to ask for a few well selected victims at once and to 
put off the rest. The third, to abandon part of the Treaty entirely and only 
insist on the surrender of a very few. He thought these three possible plans 
should be submitted to the various Governments. 

(It was decided to postpone discussion on the execution of Articles 227-230 
of the Peace Treaty with Germany, pending consultation of their respec- 
tive Governments by Mr. Balfour and Mr. Polk on General Dupont’s 
proposals.) 

(M. Seydoux entered the room.) 

'■ Head of a French political mission in Berlin after the conclusion of the armistice with 
Germany. 
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5- M'. Seydoux gave the Council an explanation of the document annexed 
as Appendix D.^ 

Miefmn Sitprema Balfour askccl wliy, since the Blockade had been 

tMnmnic Counulon h been necessar)^ to bring this question before 

tne Exfhan^e of Gooas , -i ^ n 

ittem Com, A, »/ , 

Central Europe M. Seydoux said he agreed with Mr. Balfour that 

there was no particular reason for the intervention of 

the Council. 


(It was decided that the raising of the Blockade had rendered unnecessary 
any action by the Council regarding the regulation of exchanges of goods 
between the countries of Central Europe.) 


M. Seydoux read and commented [on] the report of the Sub-Committee of 
the Supreme Economic Council on Russia, dated gth July, 
JVbfe from Supreme 19^9 • — ’ 

Economic Council on cxxt' % r ^ r< m 

the Economic Policy of reference to Minute 24,4 of the Supreme Economic 

the Allies in Russia Council, * the Sub-Committee on Russia presents the follow- 

ing report: 

‘i. The Committee considers that any discussion of the ultimate economic 
rehabilitation of Russia is at present purely academic. 

‘2. The Committee considers that economic assistance should at once be 
given to those areas of Russia now under the jurisdiction of the 
so-called “Provisional Government of Russia” in conformity with 
the terms of the telegrams exchanged by the Council of Four and 
Admiral Koltchak. 

*3. This assistance should take the form of credits from the various Allied 
Governments to be expended in purchases and transportation of 
commodities from, the countries furnishing such credits. 

^4. The nature of these credits and the commodities to be supplied and 
their distribution should be determined by a Commission organised 
for this purpose from the countries supplying the credits and the 
goods. The Commodities to be furnished should be of such a 

s Not printed. This appendix contained a brief extract from the record of a meeting of 
the Supreme Economic Council on July 17, 1919, which considered and decided to submit 
to the Supreme Council proposals contained in a telegram dated July 13, 1919, from the 
Allied Railway and Relief Missions in Warsaw relative to the exchange of goods such as 
potatoes and coal between Poland on the one hand and Germany, Austria, and Czech.o- 
Slovakia on the other. The text of the telegram in question was not included in the appendix. 

Minute 244 of the Supreme Economic Council under date of June 30, igig, read, as 
follows; ^Allied Economic Policy in Rtissia. The Council had before them memoranda from all 
the sections regarding the extension of the operations of the Supreme Economic Council to 
include Russia, as follows; — (a) Food, (b) Communications, (c) Finance, (d) Shipping, 
(ij) Raw Materials. It was agreed that a special Sub-Committee should be appointed to 
consider in detail the memoranda put forward by the Sections, and co-ordinate the pro- 
posals made therein, and that the Delegations should appoint tlieir representatives on the 
Sub-Committee as soon as possible.’ 
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character as are necessary to rehabilitate transportation and the 
production of manufactures. Their distribution should be organised 
in such a manner as to reconstitute commercial life. 

'rp It appears to the Committee that credits to the amount of ^^503000,000 
sterling would cover the amount of commodities (exclusive of arms 
and munitions) that could advantageously be supplied and used 
within a period of twelve months.’ 

Mr. Balfour suggested that consideration of the question be deferred until 
the discussion of the general policy to be adopted regarding Russia, 

(It was decided to defer consideration of the proposals of the Supreme 
Economic Council regarding the economic reconstitution of Russia until 
the settlement of the general policy of the Council regarding Russia.) 

(At this point M. Seydoux withdrew and members of the Inter- Allied 
Transportation Council and other experts entered the room.) 


lartidMionofthe [Not printed] 

interested' Powers in 
the improvement of 
the Railway from 
Chambery to Turin 

8. Mr. Polk said that he had received a reply from Washington in which 
Mr. Lansing stated that it was possible that suitable tonnage 
Repatnatwn of available from the United States’ Army by August 30thj, 

in%beria’^‘^ ^ neither the State Department nor the War Department had 
any funds of its own which could be used for the purpose in 
question. It was roughly estimated that repatriation would, cost 250 to 300 
dollars per man. 

Mr. Polk enquired whether any agreement had been reached as to 
financing the operation. 

M. Berthelot said that France had hitherto advanced all the money for 
the Gzecho-Slovaks in Russia and in Siberia, The advances amounted to 
one milliard a year. Great Britain had furnished arms, munitions, and 
supplies as an advance. These advances were ultimately to be shared by 
France, Great Britain and the United States in equal thirds. Application 
for ships had been made to Japan and the United States. The United States 
iiad not made a definite reply but thought it might be difficult to find the 
ships, while Japan had found enough for about one-third of the force. It was 
always understood that the cost would be equally divided between Great 
Britain, France and the United States. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it had never been thought that the Czecho- 
slovak State should pay. 

M. Berthelot replied that it was a matter of course that the Czecho- 
slovak [PState] would re-pay the whole cost. 
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Mr. Polk asked if a statement might be prepared for him regarding the 
agreements made. 

(It was agreed that M. Berthelot should furnish Mr. Polk with a statement 
of the agreements reached regarding the payment of the expenses for 
iiiaiiitenarice, transportation and repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak troops 
in Russia and Siberia.) 

9 . Mr . Polk, drew attention to the decision of the Council taken on August 6 th 
adopting three proposals by General Groves (see i-i. d. 25P 
Proposals to prevent Jvjjnute 1 4). He thought that the first and third of these 

ihi Gomans Jroin exceeded the terms of the Treaty and that the 

disposing oj aero- p, ^ ^ . r ■ i i 

nautical material Germans might be justified in reiusmg to comply with them. 

He thought it was very necessary to examine the question 
at once as it was clearly undesirable to exceed the Treaty rights of the 
Council. 

(It was decided to ask the Air Commis.sion to re-exami.Q.e at once the 
.Resolution taken on August 6tli regarding the sale of aeronautical material 
hy Germany, with a view to establishing whether the action decided on 
goes beyond the terms of the Treaty of Peace.) 

(It was further decided to suspend all action on this Resolution pending 
receipt of the report.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

August II, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 32 

(ii)s 

Budapest. August 8th, igig, g.o p.m. [Received Aug. 8th, igig.) 

Hoover and Atwood, 

Paris, 

This is the 5tli day since the Roumanian forces entered Budapest and all trans- 
portation lines are still out of seiwice including the Danube river, although the 
Roumanians promise that they will open the transportation lines. 

No. 29. 

Document (i) of this appendix (not printed) was a telegram dated August 7, 1919, 
from Colonel Causey in Budapest to Mr. Hoover in Paris for Colonel Atwood, United 
States member of the Communications Section of the Supreme Economic Council. This 
telegram communicated the text of a letter from Colonel Causey to General Elolban with 
regard to the severance by the Roumanian, forces of railway communication with Budapest. 
In this letter Colonel Causey stated : T . , , in my capacity as President of the Allied Railway 
Mis,sion under the direction of the Supreme War Council in Paris urge that the repairs to 
all the railroads be immediately effected and that traffic be immediately resumed on ail 
the railroad lines entering the city of Budapest, at least that the transportation of food 
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it'jUinan.ians continue their advance beyond Budapest; vast qiaoUities of 
;i:.u if ii'i iia’a i Hiachiiiery of all kinds have been collected for shipment to Ru-ranania. 
'flit.-- a.iso coDiinia; to confiscate great c|uantities of live stock. As stated ii; previous 
i o;;,muiiiratioa,s the Roumanian Army is practically living on the oceupied terri- 
u.-iv. 'ibis will mean ultimate starvation for the Hungarians unless aid is giveta by 
the Allied Powers. Military occupation of Hungary by'- the Roumanians badly 
hampers theii' present re-organisation of new Hungarian Government and the 
f metions of the civil are \sic\ almost entirely interrupted. The Plungarian Govern- 
ment has no organised forces at its disposal to keep order. The only organised force 
consists of about six hundred of the old Gendarmeri[e] in Budapest. Up to this time 
the Roumanians have allowed only she hundred of the Gendarme [s] to carry arms. 
It is absolutely essential if the Government is to function, armed forces must be 
organised in sufficient numbers to preserve order in the country outside of Buda- 
pest as well as in Budapest. At the present time the Roumanians have cut off ail 
means of communication between the central government and outlying districts 
and even telephone communication has been impossible between the central 
government offices and other points in the city. There have been many reports of 
attacks on Jews and others by the so-called white guards with the tacit support of 
the Roumanian soldiers, but as a matter of fact there has been very little bloodshed. 

In company with Captain Leath, who is to have charge of feeding of the children 
in Budapest, I called on General Holban, commanding officer of the Roumanians 
this afternoon and arranged to bring 240 tons of food in from Vienna. General 
Holban stated that if advised about what time the train would arrive he would 
restore the tracks for passage of same to Budapest. The food situation in Budapest 
is worse than it has been any time since the war commenced in 1914. It is worse 
here now than it was in Vienna in January. With their full knowledge of food 
situation in Budapest, it would seem that the Roumanians are trying to starve out 
the population by cutting the city off entirely from all supplies from the surround- 
ing country. The carrying off of farm animals, farm machinery and food supplies 
of every character would seem evidence the Roumanians have the same intentions 
towards the country in general as towards Budapest. General Gorton, Gol. 
Romanelli and myself have been holding sessions daily and nightly and have made 
vigorous protests to the Roumanian Commander about cutting the city ofi' from 
supplies and about various other outrages that have been committed and have 
endeavoured to represent what we believe to be the attitude of at least three of the 
allied powers; there is no French representative here. It is my belief that if per- 
mitted to properly function, the new government would soon complete its organi- 
sation along the lines laid down from Paris and demonstrate a firm hold of the 
situation. 

Unless the food blockade is raised at once [? and] supplies brought into this city, 
hunger and privation may produce great excesses. I would urge in the name of 
humanity that the representative powers in Paris take such steps as wall ensure an 

supplies from the adjacent territory be allowed to move freely to the city. . . . The coopera- 
tion of the Roumanian military command is absolutely essential to the successful prosecution 
of my mission [as regards the movement of relief supplies] and I would be very much pleased 
if you would evidence your cooperation by immediately repairing the railroads and making 
them fit for normal traffic and by ordering the immediate resumption of Relief traffic of 
every description on the railroads in the territory you have entered with your forces. Will 
you kindly acknowledge receipt of this communication and advise if you will comply with 
my requests and indicate time when traffic will be resumed.’ 
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immediate raising of the blockade placed by the Roumanians and that the block- 
ade so far as the food is concerned be raised in every other direction. 

W. B. Causey, 

Lt. GoL Engrs. USA 
Pr. Inter-allied Ry. Miss. 


(ui) 

Budapest. Aug. 8, ig. 2.22 p.rn. {Received August 5 , 1919.) 

To Col. Twiss, British Mission, Hotel Astoria, Paris. 

Gan you tell me whether it is the intention of Entente to cause withdrawal of 
Roumanian army from Budapest and if so how far. Impossible for new Govern- 
ment to function if they are allowed no troops or police to keep order and food 
supply is hampered by destruction or military control of railways and by removal 
of food and animals for army of occupation. Roumanian army is carrying off large 
quantities of agricultural machinery and other property not necessary for military 
purposes and referred to in Reparation and economic clauses of treaties, I have 
had no reply of any sort from Hotel Astoria to my telegrams. 

General Gorton 


(iv) 

TiUgramme transmis par le Service Tdegraphique Americain. 

BUDAPEST, 8 aoilt 1919. 

5.0 p.m. 

M. Glemenceau, 

President de la Conference de la Paix, Paris. 

Gonformement a I’opinion publique du pays, le Gouvernement provisoire, 
recrute en partie des membres du Gouvernement precedent de Kiin, a ete invite 
a ddmissioner; sur cela, ce Gouvernement a donne hier sa demission et un nouveau 
Gouvernement provisoire s’est constitue. En qualite de Gouverneur, invite par le 
nouveau Gouvernement provisoire, j’ai pris le pouvoir dans les mains, j’ai nomme 
et charge le Gouvernement. G’est avec grand enthousiasme que la population de 
la capitaie de Budapest a pris connaissance de la chute du regime de la terreur 
bolcheviste et ma conviction est que le peuple du pays entier en fera de meme. 
Notre tache la plus urgente est dans le moment la preparation et la convocation 
de I’Assemblee Nationale au plus tot possible afin que sur une base constitution- 
neile elle puisse ensuite prendre une decision definitive sur la forme de I’etat. 
Jusqu’a ce terme notre progi'amme est I’ecrasement complet du bolchevisine 
transplante dans le pays par les moyens de ia terreur, I’execution des clauses de 
I’armistice, le retablissement de I’ordre dans ies affaires alteres [sic) de Petat, 
I’assurement \sic'] du travail productif, la preparation de la matiere des discussions 
de la paix et pour tout cela nous chercherons un rapport plus etroit avec ies Gou- 
vernements allies et associes. 

Nous demandons votre appui bienveillant et dans Finteret du succes de nos 
efforts la reconnaissance de notre Gouvernement. 

■ L’Arghiduc Joseph 
Mar^chal, 
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Budapest^ Aug. gtk, igig, 6 p.m. {Received August lo, iQig.) 

[lit.] Hon. A. J. Balfour, 

Astoria, Paris. 

G.7. Ninth dispositions [«r] of Roumanian Army ofTransylvania on 8 th August 
as follows. Army Hq. Torok Sze[nt]miklos. General Hoiban’s group, Flq. Budapest, 
includes ist and 2nd Chasseur divisions with one regiment of Chasseur de Mon- 
tagne and armoured cai's at Budapest, 7th Division at Platvan, and 2nd Cavalry- 
Divisions at Gyongyos with detachments along Gzecho-SIovak frontier. General 
Mosious group, PIq. Gzegled, includes ist and 6th divisions at Kecskemet and one 
brigade dismounted of ist Cavalry at Nagy'- Koros. Other troops are 2nd division at 
Jaszo Ladany, 1 6th Division at Niskoloz [?Miskolcz], i8th Division at Mezotiir, 2 ist 
Division at Gyoma, 20th Division at Debreczen. According to General Holban all 
that is left of Red Plungarian Army are bands of disorganised troops in area Kisber, 
Mor, Plattenzee. I shall obtain further information from Hungarian War Minister. 
The relations between Roumanians and Hungarians are greatly improved in 
consequence of followdng measures taken by General Holban. Firstly establish- 
ment of bureau w^here representations of government and Roumanian army work 
together and are in close liaison, secondly, employment of Hungarian police 
working in pairs with Roumanian soldiers. Movement in Budape.st is unrestricted 
except to leave city for west when pass is required. General Holban has given 
Commander Freeman full hand in wwking Danube Commission except for 
examination of persons wishing to cross from left to right bank of river. 

General Gorton. Budapest. 


Appendix G to No. 32 
Mission Militaire FRANgAisE A Berlin. 

BERLIN, le 4 aout igig. 

Note pour Monsieur le Marechal Foch djs. de la livraison des coupables d V Entente 
{Articles 22y d 230 du Traite) 

Mon avis est cjue Fargument Erzberger^ est fonde. 

La livraison des coupables amenera la crise gouvernementale qu’il annonce. 
D’abord des troubles, puis un Gouvernement Haase avec les membres les plus 
cornmunistes des independants. La revoke des troupes en grande majorite. Puis 
ie commimisme, sinon Fanarchie, 

Si nous ne voulons pas de desordre, il faut transiger. 

Le coupable, c’est la doctrine de guerre allemande; plus une guerre sera feroce, 
plus eile sera courte. D’ou ce sophisme: le maximum d’humanite r&ide dans ie 
maximum de cruaute. 

La soufFrance sera terrible, mais etant courte et localisee, la somme des epreuves 
sera moindre dans une telle guerre courte que dans une guerre menee plus douce- 
merit mais tres longue. 

L’experience a fait justice a cette theorie barbare. 

Les responsabies, ce sont ses promoteurs. En fait, c’est tout ie peuple allemand 
qui a accepte d’enthousiasme cette th^e repondant a sa mentalite. 
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Si Fon veiit concretiser cette responsabilite, c’est FEmpereur qu’il faut frapper. 
Etant donne le systeme allemancl, aiitocratique au summiim dans I’ordre des 
clioses miiitaires, FEmpereur seul doit apparaitre, Les Generaux ne sont que des 
executants. Moitke, Falkenlieyn, Hindenburg et Ludendorf disparaissent en lui. 

Placons-noiis, autant que possible, dans la mentaiite allemande pour juger, ou 
mieux, c’est cette mentaiite que nous voulons chatier. Frappons-la dans sa tete. 

Je dis FEmpereur seul Si Fon. y tient, ajoutons Tirpitz. Sans doute, il a siniple- 
ment transpose dans la guerre maritime les principes miiitaires. Mais, c’etait une 
innovation, introduite sur sa proposition. II a, a la rigueur, une responsabilite 
personnelle et dnecte. 

Ajoutons encore; les Commandants de sous-marins qui ont torpille des navires 
liopitaux; les Commandants de camps de prisonniers signales par une rigueur 
excessive; les Commandants d’etapes personnellement coupables d’assassinats, de 
vols; les j ages de Miss Gavell et du Gapitaine Fryatt. 

Puisqu’ils n’ont pas trouve de juges chez eiix, exigeons leur livraison. 

Done FEmpereur, peut-etre Tirpitz et des subalternes executants directs de 
decisions prises sous leur propre responsabilite. 

G’est le maximum C|ue nous puissions obtenir d’un Gouvernement. Encore, 
faul;-il avoir grand soin que FEmpereur ne rentre pas en Allemagne. Nos titres a 
exiger sa livraison seraient les memes, mais les difficultes d’execution se presen- 
teraient comme pour les Generaux. 

L’arguraent que le Gouvernement manc{ue a sa parole en n’executant pas une 
livraison prevue au Traite qu’il a signe est inoperant. 

II ne dit pas en efFet: ‘Je refuse’, il vous dit: ‘Je ne peux pas’. — ‘Je disparaitrai, 
de bon gre, ou ernporte par la revolution et vous ne trouverez pas un Gouverne- 
ment regulier qui pourra vous satisfaire’. Tout au plus, dira-t-il ‘J’ai promis, 
j’essayerai de r^aliser, mais sans esperance.’ 

Quoi qu’on decide, il serait urgent de preciser ce qu’on exigera. 

Des bruits, repandus a Berlin par les Americains, ont parle de 3.500 noms parmi 
lesquels tous les generaux en renom. Tout le monde se sent menace. En raison de 
la lachete humaine, d^s que des previsions [?precisions] seront donnees, le niouve- 
ment de resistance se localisera dans Fentourage des victimes designees, d’autant 
moins etendues qu’elles sont moins haut placees. 

L’Empereur est absent. Les protestations seront theoriques, Le Gouvernement 
se declarera impuissant. La resistance ne pourra se concretiser en un point donne. 

Tirpitz est un marin. G’est de plus Fhomme auquel le peuple en veut le plus 
de Favoir trompe et surtout, de n’avoir pas reussi. On le verra livrer comme bouc 
emissaire, sans trop de resistance effective. Les autres c’est du fretin. 

Qu’on public cette liste. Peut-etre pourrait-on ne pas fixer la date de livraison 
ou la situer un peu plus iointaine, si Fon veut juger de Felfet produit, voir la 
protestation, eclater, atteindre son apogee et s’eteindre, en laissant la possibilite de 
tractations nouvelles. 

Gar il va de soi que notre condescendance demandera des compensations. 
Reparations completes d’offenses qui nous ont ete faites. Facilites pour nos com- 
mi.ssions de controle, auxquelles la moindre resistance serait punie par Fordre de 
livraison de tout ou partie des otages de la liste. Execution de bonne grace des 
clauses territoriales polonaises. 

Gette liste sera Fepouvantail qui remplacera le sabre du Marechal rentre dans 
son fourreau a la Paix. 
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No. 33 


H. :d. 29.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M, Pichords Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 

August 12, igiQ, at g.go p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

Briiish Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
theiot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secret.ariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Chapin. British Empire: Gapt, E. 

Abraham. France: Gapt. A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Col, A. Jones. 
Interpreter : Professor P, J. Mantoux. 

I. On Mr. Balfour’s proposal it was agreed: — 

That ail the Committees engaged in the preparation of 
Instructions to Com- clauses for insertion in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary 
except those which have already forirarded their recom- 
reay ij^gj^Jations to the Secretariat General for submission to the 
im . i ungaty Supreme Council, should do so forthwith. 

2. M. Glemenceau said that the French Charge d’ Affaires in Vienna stated 

that General Graziani would be in Budapest on the 12th August. 
Situation in Tittoni said that he had no news. 

liUUSdTy 

Mr. Polk, said that General Bandholtz had arrived in Budapest 
on the previous day, 

M, PiGHON drew attention to a Note prepared by General Weygand 
regarding the means of communication with Budapest (see Appendix A^) . 
(Note was taken of the statement of General "Weygand regarding means 
of communication with Budapest.) 

3, (M. Tardieu, M. Aubert, Mr. Nicolson, Col. Gastoldi, Prof, Goolidge and 

M. Adatci were present during the following discussion.) 
sXcha Tardieu said that he could not offer the Council any agreed 

in Thrace Solution of the problem; the margin of disagreement, however, had 
been reduced. He would briefly recall various phases which the 
question had passed through. The first phase was the blue line suggested by 
the Commission on Greek Affairs. ^ This line had been rejected in the 

Not printed. 

2 The reference was to a line traced upon a map appended to a report of the Commission 
on Greek Affairs, dated March 30, 1919 (see No. 16, appendix A and note 12). This blue 
line tracing a proposed Greco-Bulgarian frontier in Thrace resulted from agreement in 
principle by the British, French, and United States representatives on the Commission to 
accept the Greek claims with slight modifications. Having regard to the fact that the future 
status and attribution of Constantinople and adjacent territories remained at that time 
undetermined, the report stipulated that the proposed line was subject to revision and 
modification when the extent of the state of which Constantinople would be the capital 



Committee on Bulgarian frontiers by the x\merican Delegation. A com- 
promise had been sought by means of mutual concession. The initial demand 
of the American Delegation had been to leave Western Thrace to Bulgaria 
with the 1915 frontier. The British, French and Japanese Delegations had 
disagreed. 

After a variety of views had been proposed, the American Delegation 
suggested that Eastern and Western Thrace should be attached to the Inter- 
national State of Constantinople. This had not been accepted by the other 
Delegations. Then, M. Tittoni had proposed an ethnographical line intended 
to give more Greeks to Greece and more Bulgarians to Bulgaria. A solution 
had been sought in this direction giving both Bulgaria and Greece a frontier 
with the International State. No success had been achieved. The line 
suggested took Greece up to Lule Burgas leaving the northern part of Eastern 
Thrace to Bulgaria. The American Delegation had objected that this left 
Bulgaria no exit on the Aegean. Then it had been suggested that the South 
Western part of Western Thrace should be given to Greece and that an 

should have been agreed; the United States delegation further reserved the right to modify 
the proposed frontier, which it approved in the report, according to the manner in which 
Eastern Thrace should be disposed of. The frontier proposed by the blue line was described 
in the official French text of the report as follows : 

‘Partant, sur la frontiere greco-bulgare de 1913, du point ori cette fronti^re traverse le 
sommet du mont Kushlar, cette ligne continuera le long de la ligne de partage des eaux 
entre le bassin d’ecouleinent de la riviere Arda d’un cote et ceux des rivieres Yazi Euren et 
Kouru Tchai de Pautre, en passant par Hassanagha Yailassi et Maragsu. Puis le long de la 
ligne de partage des eaux entre le bassin d’ecoulement de FArda et celui du Seugudlu Su, 
en passant par Padaroicha, Kara Boghaz, Maaden Dagh elle atteindra Balija Tepessi. De 
1 ^, la ligne se dirigera d’abord vers le Noi-d puis vers FEst de fagon a laisser k la Gr^:ce le 
village de Yatajik et celui de Fazebunar a la Bulgarie, continuera vers FEst le long de la 
ligne de partage des eaux, en passant par les cotes 820 et 669 pour atteindre le Seugudlu Su 
^ un kilometre environ au Sud-Est du village de Sagirlar. Eiie suivra alors le thalweg du 
Seugudlu Su jusqu’h sa junction avec FArda, puis celui de FArda jusqu’a un point situe ^ 
un kilometre et demi k FEst de Kadirlar, gravira la crete de la chaine entre Perperek Der6 
et FArda, suivra cette chaine jusque dans le voisinage de Rustemlar d’oii elle tournera vers 
FEst le long de la ligne de partage des eaux entre les bassins d’ecoulement de FArda et de la 
Maritza en passant par la ligne de faite du Besh Tepeh Dagh jusqu’d Tazi Tepessi. De ce 
dernier point la frontiere prendra la direction Est-Nord-Est, suivra le thalweg du Chermen 
Dere (riviere situee au Nord-Ouest et Nord du village de Chermen et se jetant dans la 
Maritza a 3 kilometres a FEst de ce village) jusqu’k un point situe au Nord de la ligne ferree 
et du village de Chermen. De la elle atteindra par la voie la plus courte le thalweg de la 
Maritza, le longera jusqu’^ un point ou la Maritza rencontre la petite riviere au sud de 
Viranteke. De ce point, la frontiere se dirigera vers le Nord en suivant le thalweg de cette 
petite riviere jusqu’a la cote 250, se dirigera Nord-Nord-Est pour atteindre la riviere Tunja 
jusqu’a Fendroit oil il [jic] rencontre la frontiere du traite de Berlin. Elle suivra cette frontiere 
jusqu’a un point situe, sur la ligne de partage des eaux entre FEgee et la Mer Noire, a environ 
trois kilometres Nord-Nord-Est du village de Topjilar. 

‘Elle descendra vers le Sud en suivant la ligne de crete jusqu’k un point deux kilometres 
au Nord-Nord-Ouest de Kovchas. Elle se dirigera vers FEst, puis vers le Sud, en se tenant 
k deux kilometres de distance de cette m^me ville, regagnera ensuite la ligne de partage des 
eaux entre FEgee ct la Mer Noire, suivra cette ligne vers le Sud-Est pour atteindre ia cote 
1,125 k Boyouk Maghiada. De ce point, elle se dirigera approximativement en ligne droite 
jusqu’k la pointe Sandal, cn passant au Sud de Samakov.’ 
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Iiitemational State with an outlet at Dedeagatch should be created with 
control over the railway from Dedeagatch to Adrianopie. Eastern Thrace 
would then be attributed to Greece up to a line from the Gulf of Xeros to 
Midia. To this the American Delegation had objected that the Western part 
of Western Thrace was not economically connected with the rest. The Inter- 
national State would therefore be economically unsound. The American 
counter-proposal was that North Western Thrace should be given to Bulgaria 
whilst the International State should be limited by a line lo kilometres east 
of the Maritza including Adrianopie. Disagreement was therefore limited ; 
for it was admitted by all that the best solution was some form of international 
control over Dedeagatch and the railway. The French, British and Japanese 
Delegations wished to extend this International State West and North, 
maintaining on the East the 1915 frontier. The Americans wished to extend 
it to the East i o kilometres from the Maritza and including Adrianopie while 
ceding North West Thrace to Bulgaria. 

M. Tittoni said that a veiy slight concession would now produce agree- 
ment. A free State might be formed with a capital at Adrianopie. 

M. Tardieu said that there were in Adrianopie 26,000 Turks, 23,000 
Greeks and a few Bulgarians. 

Mr. Balfour said that Adrianopie was a Turkish Town in a Greek area. 
He saw considerable advantages in giving it to the free State as it was a Holy 
City for the Mohammedans. 

M. Tardieu said that his private opinion was that an International 
Commission at Dedeagatch with complete control over the railway would 
be quite enough to ensure all the guarantees required by Bulgaria. 

M. Glemengeau said that in any case he would not agree to any territorial 
reward to Bulgaria. He thought that no International State would live long 
and that all the personal [sic] solutions suggested promised new wars. 

After considerable further discussion it appeared that the principal 
alternatives before the Council were: — 

1. The separation of Eastern and Western Thrace by an International 

State under the League of Nations, or 

2. The mere control of Dedeagatch and the railway to it from Adrianopie 

by an International Commission. 

To the former scheme were attached the following proposals: — 

[a) In Western Thrace Greece to obtain at least the districts of Xanthi 
and Gumuljina, with a frontier sufficient to protect the coastal 
railway. 

ib) That the Port of Dedeagatch, the town of Adrianopie a,ncl an area 
covering the railway connecting these two should be constituted into 
an autonomous State under the League of Nations. 

(r) That with the exclusion of Adrianopie, the whole of Eastern Thrace, 
as comprised between the' existing Turco-Bulgarian frontier, and a 
line drawn from the Gulf of Xeros to South of Midia, should be 
given to Greece. 

Dd 
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Mr. Polk stated that he was coiBrnitted to the plan of an international 
state. But lie was Mlling that M. Venizelos should try and persuade President 
Wilson to accept the second plan. If President Wilson accepted, Mr. Polk 
would be willing to be overruled. 

(It was then agreed that Mr. Polk should confer with M. Venizelos, e?tplain 
both solutions to him, and submit them to President Wilson. Mr. 'Polk 
would inform M. Venizelos that he was at liberty to send himself any 
message he desired to Pre.sident Wilson.) 

4. The Council had before it a communication from M. Jules Gambon. 

(See Appendix B.) 

Recognition of the ^ , Mr. Balfour said that the Allied and Associated Powers 
mTr ihltiUUmly' addressing the State of Austria as the 

Republic of Austria and in [.sir] using that designation in 
the Treaty of Peace. More than this he thought could not be done. Should 
the people of Austria choose to call themselves citizens of German Austria 
it did not seem possible to compel them to do otherwise. 

M. Glemengeau said that he entirely agreed. 

(It was decided to maintain the expression ‘Republic of Austria’ in deal- 
ings with the Austrian Peace Delegation and in the Treaty of Peace.) 

5. The note of the Commission on Political Glauses was read and accepted. 

(See Appendix G.^) 

Clauses for insertion sri / 

in the Treaty of Peace (It was decided in accordance vrith the recommendations of 
with Bulgaria pro- the Commission on Political Clauses — 

posed by the Greek redraft to the Drafting Committee Articles 32 , 

Delegation 33^ 3^^ 35 Bulgaria. 

( 2 ) to send Articles 36 and. 37 to the Central Territorial Commission with 

a request that it shoxild consult on this subject the Commission on 
New States. 

( 3 ) to send to the Financial. Commission Articles 38 ^ and 67 . The last 

should also be examined by^ the Committee on Ports, Waterways 
and Railways.) 

6. The Council had before it the following resolution; — 

‘The Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of 
Glaum on Responsi- Enforcement of Penalties, having been 

Hunmry ' mvited, m accordance with the resolution ot the Supreme 
Council dated July 30, 1919P to hasten the conclusion of its 
report relating to the Treaty with Hungary, and taking into account the 
fact that its liberty of decision is restricted by the solutions already reached 
as regards penalties in the Treaty with Germany as w^ell as the Conditions 
of Peace with Austria and with Bulgaria, is of the opinion that the Articles 
relating to penalties to be inserted in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary 

3 Not printed. This note, containing the recommendations which were adopted by the 
Supreme Council, was presented in accordance with its decision of August 2, 1919: see 
No. 26, note 6. For the numbering of the articles ikW. 

In error for 56. s See No. 23, minute 6. 
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■probaljly cannot difler from the solutions already adopted with regard to 

tlie otl'jcr cnemv Powers. t i 4 

July si-Augiist 5, 1919.' 

(Tin; resolnlion proposed by the Commission, on the Responsibility of the 
Aiitiior.- of ihe War and on the Enforcement of Penalties in respect to the 
of Peace with Hungary was accepted.) 

(T’he Meeting then acljourned for an informal discussion on the situation 
ill the Adriatic. 6) 

Viiia A'f(7jest-ic, Faris. 

August 12, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 33 


M. 452] Note 

12 aoUt igig, 

Le 29 rnai 1919, M. Jules Gambon, President du Gomite de verification des 
pouvoirs de la Conference, adressait, sur instructions du Conseil Supreme, la lettre 
suivante''^ au Ghancelier Renner; 


^ ^ PARIS, le 20 mat igrg. 

Monsieur le .President, 3 c/ 

J’ai rhonneur de retourner ci-joint a Votre Excellence les plains pouvoirs 
qu’Elle a bien voulu me remettre le 19 mai dernier et au sujet descjuels j’ai re9u 
Pinstruction de iui adresser la notification suivante: 

‘Les Puissances Ailiees et Associees out decide de reconnaitre la iiouvelle 
Repubiiciue sous la denomination de “Republique d’Autriche”. Elies deciarent 
en consequence qu’elles agreent les pleins pouvoirs remis le 19 mai comma 
habilitant les ddlegues qui en sont titulaires a traiter au nom de la Republique 
d’Autache. Gambon 


A Son Excellence M. Renner, 

President de la Delegation 
de la Republique d’Autriche.’ 

Or, la Delegation Autrichienne n’a tenu aucun coinpte de cet avertissement. 
Toutes les communications qif elle a adressees depuis cette date au President de la 
Conference de la Paix ont ete faites au nom de la ‘Delegation de PAutriche Alle~ 
mande’. Telle est en particulier la lettre N° 914 qui forme la note d ’envoi des 
‘observations presentees par la Delegation Autiichienne Ailemande sur Fensemble 
des conditions de paix avec PAutriche Ailemande’. Le contreprojet de traitd qui 
figure en Annexe II a cette note d’envoi ne manque jamais, meme lorsqu’ii 
reproduit textuellement certains articles des conditions, de fairesuivre ce dernier 
mot ‘Autriche’ du mot ‘Ailemande’, ce dernier mot etant imprime en italique pour 
souligner Pintention. 

II y a lieu, semble-t-il, d’examiner si les Puissances Ailiees et Associees ne doivent 
pas confirmer a la Delegation Autrichienne leur volonte de reconnaitre la ‘Repu- 
blique d’Autriche’, sous ce titre a Pexclusion de tout autre. 

^ Gf. Vol. IV of this series. 

’ An English translation of this letter is printed by N. Almond and R. El. Lutz, op. cit., 
P- 50 - 
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No. 34 


M. D. 30.] Mjtes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai dHrsay^ Paris ^ on Wednesday^ 
August 13, igig, at 3.30 p. in. 

Present: IJ.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Plarrisoii. 

British Empire'. The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. tl. Norman, 
Sir G. Clerk. 

France’. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertlie- 
lot, M. de St. Qjirentm, 

Italy. M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan-. M, Matsui; secretar,y, M, Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.'. Colonel U. S. Grant. British Empire'. 
Captain E. Abraham. France'. M. de Pei’cin. Italy'. Lt.-Gol. A. Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

The following also attended: General Weygand, General Sackville- 
West, M. Shigemitsui. 

I. The following telegrams were before the Meeting: — 

_ “Budapest Aug. 12, 1919 

Hungary Supreme Council Peace Conference Paris. 

“At the meeting today August I2th the Roumanian pleni- 
potentiary several times stated that the Roumanian Government cannot 
accept orders from the Commission of Inter-Allied generals but can only 
enter into agreements with them for the solution of the difficulties which 
may come under discussion. The three generals, namely American, British 
and Italian, who compose the commission at present (General Graziani 
arrived this evening but has not yet been interviewed) are of unanimous 
opinion that the instructions received from the Supreme Council at Paris 
should be interpreted as orders which the commission should give to the 
Roumanian army in Hungary and which the latter is obliged to carry out in 
order that the required solution may be arrived at (for example paragraph 
one sub-paragraph [s] G and E and paragraph three sub-paragraph B).^ 
The commission urgently requests a prompt reply whether its interpreta- 
tion of the instructions is correct and if it can act accordingly that is to say 
that it can refuse to continue discussion with the Roumanian pleni- 
potentiary if the latter insists in his refusal to accept the instructions as 
orders. 

Inter-Allied Mission.’ 

‘Budapest Aug. 12, 1919. 

Supreme Council Peace Conference, Paris. 

“The Interallied Military Mission had a full day’s session this date 
during which a conference was had with M. Constantin Diamandy, the 
Roumanian plenipotentiary to the Peace Conference. M!. Diamandy 

* The references are to paragraphs of appendix B to No. 28. 
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stated lie. was: authorised to transact business with the Mission. He was 
iiimislicd a part copy in French of the instructions to the Mission and 
asked whether or not his Government would abide by same. He replied he 
couk! not give an answer without first conferring with General Mardarescu 
who is expected any mom.ent to arrive and assume command ol' the 
Ivoumanian forces. He stated that the Roumanian Government was 
tlecply hurt ;il ]jress notices to the effect that the succession of the Archduke 
Joseph’s Government was in any way due to Roumanian influence. 

‘It was represented to him that the food situation was serious and that 
famine and riots would result in case this situation was not alleviated. 
Tlie Gorn mission, while disassociating itself from all responsibility for the 
presem deplorable condition in Budapest, suggested that he immediately 
arrange to prevent the requisitioning by Roumanians for supplies within a 
prescribed zone surrounding the city of Budapest and that the Roumanians 
remor-e no more rolling stock. He stated that lie would give the matter 
his immediate attention and became very angry v/hen it was intimated 
that the Roumanian Government might be considered as responsible for 
any famine or suffering in Budapest under present conditions. 

‘He was asked to state what portions of the Mission’s instructions the 
Roumanian Government could immediately accept and became angry, 
stating that Roumania was not a conquered nation, that it was coordinate 
with the other Allies and that he would receive orders from nobody except 
from his Government. He finally subsided. The Mission then insisted [ ?on] 
the urgency of the case but he would not commit himself as to when he 
would give an answer but stated he would confer with General Marderescu 
and they may see the Commission tomorrow August 13th. He was asked 
if the Roumanian Government had within the past day or so delivered 
another ultimatum to Hungary and replied in effect that he was sure it had 
not, because such paper would naturally and properly have been presented 
by him, and he is ignorant of existence of an ultimatum; the Archduke 
yesterday and today gave Commission details of a plot intended evidently 
to demoralise his Government. He stated that the three Hungarian liaison 
officers attached to Hoiband’s headquarters had dictated to them a docu- 
ment by a Monsieur Ardeli, formerly Ambassador from Roumania during 
Tisza Government. The document contained the following terms amongst 
others. The Banat is claimed by the Roumanians, Bekesaka must belong 
to Roumania. Roumania has six hundred thousand men under arms. The 
military power of Entente is nil and they have labour difficulties. Various 
other inducements are offered if there is a Hungarian-Roumanian union 
against Slav danger. If terms not accepted Roumanians will sweep 
Hungary like Mackensen and leave it to its destiny. This document after 
being signed by one of the liaison officers but not by Ardeli, was presented 
to Prime Minister. Today the three officers again presented themselves 
to Government and informed it thatifterms were not immediately accepted 
Roumanians would leave the country, taking with it the Government, 
sweep it bare and stir up labour troubles. The above is Archduke story; 
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he was much agitated on these occasions and appealed to Commission for 
advice. The first ultimatum, as he termed it, is in our possession signed 
by one of the liaison officers who, the Archduke states, has been v/ith him 
throughout the war. The plot is obviously childish but it succeeded in 
frightening the Government. We have told the Archduke to take no notice. 

Inter- Allied Military Mission.’ 

Mr. Balfour observed that the first telegram asked for precise instructions 
on a definite point. The Inter-Allied Mission wished to know whether it was 
authorised to give orders to the Roumanian Army in Hungary. Technically 
he supposed that the Allied Generals in Budapest had no authority to give 
orders to the Roumanian Commander in the manner in which a superior 
officer gave orders to a junior officer, but that the Commission of Generals 
were entitled to deliver to the Roumanian Commander the views of the 
Allied and Associated Powers mei'ely as a message from the Conference. The 
Generals could say that they conveyed these views to the Roumanian com- 
mand, indicating that the Roumanian Government, should it mean to remain 
within the Alliance, would doubtless give the requisite orders to carry out 
the intentions of the Conference. Should the Roumanian Government decline 
to do so, it would shoulder the consequences of breaking the Alliance. It was 
obvious, in that case, that the Conference would have no further authority 
over Roumania once she had left the Alliance. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought the Allied Generals were wrong in 
holding conversation with the Government of the Archduke Joseph. This 
Government was a reactionary Government and the public of the Entente 
countries would not allow any backing of such a Government. There were 
therefore two questions. One was the question to which Mr. Balfour had 
given, in his opinion, the right answer, namely, could the Allied Generals in 
Budapest give orders to the Roumanian Army? The second was whether 
they should have relations with the present reactionary Hungarian Govern- 
ment? He thought the answer in this case was in the negative. 

Mr, Polk said that there was no evidence that the Generals had, on their 
own initiative, sought out the Archduke’s Government. 

M, Glemengeau said that the telegrams indicated that the Generals were 
holding conversations with that Government. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that in the instructions sent to the Generals they 
were asked to get into touch with the Hungarian Government (see h. d. 27 A 
minute 2). 

Mr. Polk observed that there was a difference between obtaining informa- 
tion from a Government and having relations with it implying its recognition. 
The Generals must obviously take steps to obtain information. He agreed 
that the Generals should take no action likely to commit the Allied and 
Associated Powers; but to prohibit their communicating with the de facto 
Government in Budapest would be to tie their hands. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought the Conference must be careful to 
■ 2 No. 31. • 
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avoid tl:c appearance of backing a reactionary Hungarian Government 
aipiiiisl. I lie. Roumanians. 

Polk oliscrvecl that the Roumanians had established this government, 
hlit. Balfour a.sked whether M. Clemenceau was aware of the report to 
this clTcri. 

M. GLEMENnEAU Said that according to the telegram M. Dianiandy 
denied it. 

i'OLk sL'icl tliai a warning might be sent to the Generals that they must 
a-'.'oid !-(.-rnnhiting the Conference, but the question arose, who was to carry 
out the lernis of the Armistice? Was the Conference to wait for another 
governne-il l.-i be formed? 

M. Cle.menceau said that at ail events the Conference should have the 
minimum of relations with the present Government. 

IvL Tittoni said that this minimum should be at least enough to ensure 
the execution of the Armistice. 

hi. Clemenceau said that the following dilemma then arose. The Con- 
ference would tell the present Government to carry out the original Armistice 
but the Roumanians had another Armistice competing with the former; thus 
the Conference would be standing behind the Hungarian Government as 
against the Roumanians, 

M. Tittoni said that it was, of course, understood that the Roumanian 
Armistice gave way to the previous one. 

M. Clemenceau said that the present Government in Hungary might 
not last; if so the Conference would be backing an ephemeral administration 
against the Roumanians. This would make things too easy for the Roumanians. 

Mr. Balfour then proposed a draft of instructions to be sent to the Allied 
Commission in Budapest. 

After some discussion the draft was finally adopted in the following form : — 

‘We quite recognise that you cannot avoid having relations with any 
de facto government holding power in Budapest. You will however bear 
in mind that according to our information the Government of the Arch- 
duke Joseph has as yet little authority and has not so far been accepted by 
the country. We are most desirous of dealing directly with any genuine 
Hungarian Government in order to settle terms of peace and resume 
normal economic relations. But we must not be committed to any 
administration which has not authority to speak for the Hungarian people. 
While it will therefore be your duty to listen to anything the Government 
has to say, you must remember that it has not yet been accepted by those 
for whom it professes to speak.’ 

M, Clemenceau said that M. Berthelot had had an interview with 
•M, Antonescu.3 The latter had received a personal telegram from M. 
Bratiano. 

M. Berthelot said that the telegram alluded to was not the official 
answer of the Roumanian Government. This was to be sent to M. Misu who 
3 Roumanian Minister at Paris and Delegate Plenipotentiary to the Peace Conference, 
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would communicate it to the Conference. What M. Antoiiescu had been 
told ill the telegram was that the Roumanians had in no manner assisted in 
the establishment of the reactionary Government of Archduke Joseph. As 
to the requisitions imposed on Hungary, they were regarded as legitimate 
as they did not exceed what the Hungarians had taken in Roumania in 
cattle and railway material. In other words, the Roumanians were merely 
recouping themselves for their losses. 

Mr. Balfour said that as M. Ciemenceau would not be present on the 
following day, he wished to ask him whether he would authorise his colleagues 
to reply to the Roumanian Government on this point should its official 
communication be of the same nature as that made to M. Antonescu. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Antonescu had told him that the Roumanian 
generals had made a mistake in requesting from the Hungarians a fixed 
percentage of their cattle, railway stock, etc., but he thought they were right 
in requiring from the Hungarians an equivalent for what the Hungarians 
had taken fropa the Roumanians. 

Mr. Balfour said that it would be necessary to make the Roumanians 
understand that they were in the wrong in doing this. 

M. Glemenceau said that France had lost hundreds of thousands of heads 
of cattle. France had only recuperated from Germany 94,000. France had 
submitted to the decisions of the Conference. The victory of the Allies had 
found Roumania bound by the Peace of Bukarest, in other words at the feet 
of Germany. As a result of the victory of the Alhes, Roumania was doubling 
her territory. She now wished to lay her hands on goods which belonged to 
the Alliance as a whole. If France and Italy had behaved like this, there 
could have been no peace. France and Italy had obtained far less than their 
demands and far less than they had lost. 

Mr. Polk said that this was the first open defiance of the authority of the 
Conference. The Council was on its trial. Should this defiance be tolerated, 
it would form a bad example for other small Powers and ultimately for 
Germany. He was authorised to say for President Wilson that if the Rou- 
manians continued in their present course, he would not look favourably on 
any of their claims. He added that he had information that the Roumanians 
v/ere taking steps to hold elections in Bessarabia although the disposal of the 
province had not yet been settled. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether M. Glemenceau would authorise the Council, 
if the Roumanian ofiicial answer proved to be what was anticipated, to tell 
the Roumanian Government that its action could not be tolerated and that if 
the Roumanians wished to remain in the Alliance, they must alter their policy, 

M. Glemenceau said that he thought the expression ‘tolerated’ too stiff. 
He would prefer to say ‘accepted’. 

M!r. Balfour asked in what manner pressure could be exercised over the 
Roumanians. 

Mr. Polk asked whether Roumania would not obtain Transylvania in 
virtue of the Treaty with Hungary. He also added that the partition of the 
Banat was not satisfactory to the Serbians. 
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AT. Tiitoni observed that the misconduct of the Roumanians was no 
adi-qualt* reason for rewarding the Serbs. He wished to make reservations 
Oil mailer. 

(If irus (kwnlad that on the receipt of the formal answer of the RoxiTiiajiiaii 
(hss ermnei',1 , action should he taken in accordance with the above iliscus* 
even in M. Clemeiiceau’s absence. 

After a short discussion, it was decided to send a further dispali-Si to 
lisc Allied generals at Budapest, and to communicate tlii,s dispatch to the 
lioumaniaii Government at Bukarest. The following is the text of the; 
dispatch : — 

‘The Commission of Allied Generals is invested with the autliority con,” 
feiTiid mi it by the Supreme Council. It is not qualified from a military 
point of view to give direct orders to the Ronmanian generals but it is 
quuliiiecl to commnnicate .to them the viev/s of the .Allied Powers. 

Mf the Ronmanian Government means not to break away from the 
Allied Powers, it will give its generals necessary orders to conform to the 
decisions of the Conference. 

‘The Conference cannot believe that the Roumanian Government will 
by refusing to conform to the vie’ws of the Allied Powers, take a decision so 
serious in its consequences.’) 

The Meeting then adjourned. 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August 13 , igig. 


No. 35 

H. D. 31.] JVotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. PichoFs Room at the Qiiai d" Or say, Paris, on Thursday, 

August 14, igig, at 5.0 pan. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M, Tittoni; .secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Lt.-Gom." 

mander Bell. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Lt.-Golonel Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

I. M. Pichon communicated a letter from the Roumanian Minister in .Paris 

Hungarmi Affairs. Annex [Appendix] A), and the Council took note of a 

Roimaman reply to the further communication from the same source intimating that 
communication of the Mr. Diamandy had been appointed High Commissioner 
Allied and Associated fQ^. Rouniania at Budapest, He then asked if Mr, Balfour 

had any observations to make on the Roumanian, reply to 
the Note of the Allied and Associated Powers. (Annex [Appendix] B.) 
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Mr. Balfour said that the letter as a whole was satisfactory; since the 
E-oiimanian Government consented to abide by the decisions of the Entente 
Powers. With regard to the remainder of the letter, he asked whether it 
would be profitable to reply to all the controversial points raised. He did, 
however, tliink that the Roumanian Government had advanced several argu- 
iiieiits, which called for discussion, and possibly a reply. The first of these 
arguments was that dealing with the supposition of the part of the Roumanian 
Government, that the Armistice of November, 1918, had lapsed, owing to 
subsequent acts of war initiated by the Hungarian government, and owdng 
to the explicit invitation of the Conference, by virtue of which Roiimania was 
called upon to take military action against Hungary. 

M. Tittoni said that he regarded the first argument as a strong one, since 
the attack of the Plimgarian army was a positive violation of the armistice. 
He regarded the second argument as weak, because, whilst admitting that 
the Roumanians had been invited to initiate military action against the 
Hungarians, a similar invitation had been sent to the Gzeclio-Slovaks and 
the Yugo-Slavs; and no action by any of the parties consulted had followed 
upon these negotiations. ^ 

M. PiGHON said that the Roumanians were not in a position to claim that 
the armistice had lapsed on account of the invitation sent to them by the 
Allied and Associated Powers for the simple reason that they were invited to 
enforce it by the communication to which they referred. He agreed with 
Mr. Balfour, that there was a satisfactory side to the Roumanian reply. He 
thought, however, that the Roumanians were attempting to take up too 
isolated an attitude. They spoke of collaborating with the Conference; they 
were not called upon to do that; but to obey its decisions. 

M, Tittoni said that M. Pichon’s remark was a matter of nuance, since, 
if the Roumanians wished to conform with the decisions of the Conference, 
they would evidently have to collaborate with it. 

Mr. Balfour said that under the circumstances, it would probably be 
better to make no reference, in our answer, to the ambiguous phrases of the 
Roumanian note ; but to lay emphasis on the satisfactory assurances that it 
contained. The next point, to w'hich he wished to draw attention, was the 
protest of the Roumanian Government on the subject of the Conference 
decision with regard to war material. It was obviously necessary that they 
should be assured, in a most formal manner, that the war material captured 
by them belonged to the Allies as a whole. The statement in their note, to 
the effect that they had not compromised the economic activities of the 
countries they had invaded, was contradicted by the information submitted 
to the Conference. It seemed as though the Roumanians assumed, that, 
because they had been robbed by the Hungarians at . an earlier period of the 
war; and because booty had been carried from their country into the terri- 
tories that they had now invaded, they had a right to carry away with them, 
whatever they could seize in order to equalise matters. This argument should, 
be replied to, by showing them that France, Belgium, Serbia and Italy had 
suffered in the same manner, and would never recover the booty that had 
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been taken from tliem by the German and Austro-Hungarian armies in the 
of tiieir successes. 

hi. PiCiiuN said that according to the information at tiic disijosa.l of 
U)c C.'iUaf-rciK'io I iie Roumanians had requisitioned 50% of cvcryiliing liicy 
croud l;sy tlicir iuuids on; railway rolling stock, live stock, and agricultural 

iiiiplcnienls. 

il. IjERTiiELOT said that when General Mackensen had invaded Roumanian 
territory, a large amount of the railway material (2000 locomotives) requisi- 
tioned by him had remained in Hungarian territory. These engines could 
not be restored under the armistice because they were of German make and 
were indistinguishable from the ordinary machines used normally on the 
Hungarian railways. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would like to know the opinion of the French 
Foreign Office and of his colleagues on the Roumanian protest to the effect 
that the Allies had allowed themselves to be swayed by the calumnious 
accusations of an unscrupulous enemy. 

M. PiGHON said that we had not received information from such a source, 
but from our accredited representatives. Fie further remarked that the 
Roumanians admitted implicitly the accusations, against wdiich they pro- 
tested, by trying to justify them on the plea of military necessity. 

M. Tittoni suggested that there should be no recriminations; the main 
point being that the Roumanians should be made to conform to the decisions 
of the Conference. 

M. PiGHON said that he agreed with M. Tittoni, but thought that the 
Cjuestion of war material must be dealt with in our reply, which, he thought, 
M. Berthelot might possibly draft. 

M. Berthelot said that he wrould draft a reply, and asked whether it 
should not deal also with the entire disarmament of the Hungarian army, 
and the withdrawal of the Roumanians behind the Tiieiss ; since these points 
had been decided upon by the Conference, before sending out instructions to 
the Mission of Allied Generals to Budapest. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that the Roumanians must be made to retire to 
their frontier and not only to the Theiss. They had already promised to do 
so after the disarmament of Hungary. 

M. Tittoni remarked that the moment at which the withdrawal of the 
Roumanians should begin ought to be left to the Generals to decide. Further 
events in Hungary might make it most desirable to have a strong force of 
Roumanians present in Budapest, which had been, during the past few 
months, the scene of Bloodshed and massacre. 

General Weygand said that, under the circumstances, it might be best 
to examine carefully the instructions given to the Generals, and to see w^hether 
they were complete in all points. If it should be found that they were not, 
they could be revised and added to them [sic] if necessary. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it had not been decided in those instructioiib 
what particular strategic points should be occupied by the Roumaiiaii 
army. 



Mr. Balfour said that the letter as a whole was satisfactory, since the 
Roumanian Government consented to abide by the decisions of the Entente 
Powers. With regard to the remainder of the letter, he asked whether it 
would be profitable to reply to all the controversial points raised. He did, 
however, think that the Roumanian Government had advanced several argu- 
ments, which called for discussion, and possibly a reply. The first of these 
arguments was that dealing with the supposition of the part of the Roumanian 
Government, that the Armistice of November, 1918, had lapsed, owing to 
subsequent acts of war initiated by the Hungarian government, and owing 
to the explicit invitation of the Conference, by virtue of which Roumania was 
called upon to take military action against Hungary. 

M. Tittoni said that he regarded the first argument as a strong one, since 
the attack of the Hungarian army was a positive violation of the armistice. 
He regarded the second argument as weak, because, whilst admitting that 
the Roumanians had been invited to initiate military action against the 
tiungarians, a similar invitation had been sent to the Gzecho-Slovaks and 
the Yugo-Slavs; and no action by any of the parties consulted had followed 
upon these negotiations, 

M. PiCHON said that the Roumanians were not in a position to claim that 
the armistice had lapsed on account of the invitation sent to them by the 
Allied and Associated Powers for the simple reason that they were invited to 
enforce it by the communication to which they referred. He agreed with 
Mr. Balfour, that there was a satisfactory side to the Roumanian reply, tie 
thought, however, that the Roumanians were attempting to take up too 
isolated an attitude. They spoke of collaborating with the Conference; they 
were not called upon to do that; but to obey its decisions. 

M. Tittoni said that M. Pichon’s remark was a matter of nuance, since, 
if the Roumanians wished to conform with the decisions of the Conference, 
they would evidently have to collaborate with it. 

Mr. Balfour said that under the circumstances, it would probably be 
better to make no reference, in our answer, to the ambiguous phrases of the 
Roumanian note ; but to lay emphasis on the satisfactory assurances that it 
contained. The next point, to which he wished to draw attention, was the 
protest of the Roumanian Government on the subject of the Conference 
decision with regard to war material. It was obviously necessary that they 
should be assured, in a most formal manner, that the war material captured 
by them belonged to the Allies as a whole. The statement in their note, to 
the effect that they had not compromised the economic activities of the 
countries they had invaded, was contradicted by the information submitted 
to the Conference. It seemed as though the Roumanians assumed, that, 
because they had been robbed by the Hungarians at. an earlier period of the 
war; and because booty had been carried from their country into the terri- 
tories that they had now invaded, they had a right to carry away with them, 
whatever they could seize in order to equalise matters. This argument should 
be replied to, by showing them that France, Belgium, Serbia and Italy had 
suffered in the same manner, and would never recover the booty that had 
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beeii trikcii from them by the German and Austro-Hungarian armies in tlie 
days of their successes. 

AL Pireiox s;ud tiiat according to the information at the disjjONal -.if 
the, Cienrercuce, tlic Roumanians had requisitioned 50% of everythuig they 
C',juld. .lay Lh.eir hands on; railway rolling stock, live stock, and agricultural 

iniplcnients. 

il. Berthelot said that when General Mackensen had invaded Roumaniaii 
territory, a large amount of the railway material (2000 locomotives) requisi- 
tioned by liini had remained in Hungarian territory. These engines could 
not be restored under the armistice because they were of German make and 
were indistingiiishabie from the ordinary machines used normally on the 
Bliiiigarian railways. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would like to know^ the opinion of the French 
Foreign Office and of his colleagues on the Roumanian protest to the effect 
that the Allies had allowed themselves to be swayed by the calumnious 
accusations of an unscrupulous enemy. 

M. PiGHON said that we had not received information from such a source, 
but from our accredited representatives. He further remarked that the 
Roumanians admitted implicitly the accusations, against which they pro- 
tested, by trying to justify them on the plea of military necessity. 

M. Tittoni suggested that there should be no recriminations; the main 
point being that the Roumanians should be made to conform to the decisions 
of the Goiiference. 

M. PiGHON said that he agreed with M. Tittoni, but thought that the 
question of war material must be dealt with in our reply, which, he thought, 
M. Berthelot might possibly draft. 

M. Berthelot said that he would draft a reply, and asked whether it 
should not deal also with the entire disarmament of the Hungarian army, 
and the withdrawal of the Roumanians behind the Theiss ; since these points 
had been decided upon by the Conference, before sending out instructions to 
the Mission of Allied Generals to Budapest. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that the Roumanians must be made to retire to 
their frontier and not only to the Theiss. They had already promised to do 
so after the disarmament of Hungary, 

M. Tittoni remarked that the moment at which the withdrawal of the 
Roumanians should begin ought to be left to the Generals to decide. Further 
events in Hungary might make it most desirable to have a strong force of 
Roumanians present in Budapest, which had been, during the past few 
months, the scene of Bloodshed and massacre. 

General Weygand said that, under the circumstances, it might be best 
to examine carefully the instructions given to the Generals, and to see whether 
they were complete in all points. If it should be found that they w'ere not, 
they could be revised and added to them \sic\ if necessary. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it had not been decided in those instructions 
what particular strategic points should be occupied by the Roumanian 
army. 



General Weygand replied that the Generals had been left free to decide 
on the points in Hungarian territoiy which ought to be occupied by the 
lloumanians, and what forces should be employed by these latter for this 
purpose, 

M. Berthelot then read the draft of the telegram that he had prepared for 
communication to the Roumanian government (see Annex [Appendix] G). 

Mr. Balfour asked whether special mention should not be made of the 
rule laid down with regard to war booty and requisitions, since the rule in 
question had been accepted by the governments of other Allied countries 
which had been invaded. He further asked whether these countries should 
not be mentioned by name. 

M. Berthelot [said] that it would, in his opinion, be unwise to mention 
Allied countries by name in this connection, on account of the Serbian actions 
in the Banat. 

Mr. Polk asked whether it was desired that the Roumanian statement with 
regard to the lapse of the aiinistice should be ailow^ed to stand. 

M. Berthelot said that he thought it would be unwise to argue the 
question closely. There had been two armistices with Hungary. The first 
had not been very successful and it had been altered by subsequent decisions 
of the Conference, since, by its provisions, Hungary was allowed to remain 
in Slovakia. The second armistice had then been substituted. It was now 
superseded by a third one, imposed on the Hungarians by the Roumanians. 
The Conference could not very well re-open the whole discussion on armistices 
by replying in detail to the Roumanian argument on the subject. 

Mr. Polk said that the sentence of the Roumanian note stating that the 
armistice had lapsed owing to an invitation to take military action, com- 
municated to Roumania by the Allied and Associated Governments, could 
hardly be allowed to stand. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that a general sentence might open the reply, 
saying that the Conference did .not wish to discuss the controversial points 
in the Roumanian note. 

(It was agreed to send a telegram drafted by M. BertheloT (see Annex 
[Appendix] C) to the Ronmaman Government and to the Mission of Allied 
Generals at Budapest.) 

(At this point Mr. Hutchinson^ entered the room.) 

2. Mr. Hutchinson reported and commented on the Report of the Economic 
_ Commission with regard to the Economic Glauses in the Peace 

Treaty with Bulgaria (see Appends D). 

Mr. Balfour asked w^hether tlie modification proposed to 
Article 25 ^ would entail the acceptance on the part of the Allied and Associated 
Governments of the clauses in the Peace Treaty of Bucarest of 1913 whereby 
Roumania obtained a certain portion of the Dobrudja. 

I Expert in the section of the British Ddtegation concerned with commercial and in- 
dustrial questions. 

^ For the numbering see No. 22, note 8 . 


412 



Mr. Hutchinson replied that he was unable to answer Mr. Balfour’s 
question as tiie Economic Commission could not deal with territoriai 
questions. 

(It ivas clecitied: — 

(1) That the proposed modification to Article 25 should he siihuiitleci to 

the Drafting Committee who should inform the Council whether 
]yy virtue of the aforesaid modification the Allied and Associated 
Goveriinients would be hound to recognise as valid the territorial 
clauses in the Peace Treaty of Bucarest of 1913, more particularly 
those whereby a certain portion of the Dobruja w^as ceded to 
Rouiriania. 

(2) That the proposed modification to Article 36- should be accepted.) 

3. The Council took note of a telegram from the High Commissioner at 
Goiistantinopie (see Appendix E). 

i:umn:issc 07 i of PicHON Said that he believed that it was intended that the 

Enqtmy inio Officer should be present at the meetings of the Gommis- 

Smyrna sioil. (See H. D. 12, paragraph 5.3) ^ 

M. Tittoni remarked that in his opinion the decision only 
implied that the Greek Officer was to be at the disposal of the Commission, 
without being present at every sitting. 

Mr. Balfour said that he agreed with M. Tittoni. 

M. Tittoni then accentuated his previous statement by saying, that in his 
opinion, the witnesses cited before the Commission would be intimidated by 
the presence of a Greek Officer. 

M. PiGHON said that a decision, in the same sense as the one previously 
taken, must be made with regard to the Turks. 

M. Tittoni then remarked that he did not think that the resolution in 
H. D. 12, paragraph 5,3 had been accurately drafted, and pointed out that 
he had drawn attention to the inaccuracy in question on the following 
day. 

Mr. Balfour replied that the decision had been communicated to the 
Greeks and could not now be altered or modified. 

M. PiGHON then said that the previous decision could be interpreted as 
excluding the Greek Representative from the deliberations of the Com- 
mission. The words of the decision had been that he was to ‘follow the 
labours of the Commission’. He was therefore in a position which could be 
compared with that of a foreign Military Attache who followed the delibera- 
tions of the Headquarters Staff to which he was attached, without taking part 
in' them. 

(After some further discussion, it was decided that the previous decision 
of the Council (see h, d. 12, Article $3) should be explained to the High 
Commissioner at Constantinople in the sense that the Greek Representa- 
tive should not be present at the meetings of the Commission of Enquiry 
at Smyrna. All necessary data should be commimicated to him, hov/ever, 

3 No. 16, minute 5. 
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aiwl similar facilities slioiild be given to a Tuiidsb Representative, if 
s’ubseijucfitly appointed.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August 14, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 35 

LEG.VnON DE R0UM.A.NIE EN FrANGE 

Le Miniatre de Rournanie en France a I’honneur d’informer Son Excellence 
Monsieur le Ministre des Affaires Eti’angeres que dans un telegramme date de 
Bucarest le 12 aout. Monsieur Bratiano le charge de dementir que le Gouvenie- 
ment Rournain ait favorise d’une maniere c[uelconque Finstallation de I’Archiduc 
Joseph an gouvernement de la Hongrie. 

Le Gouvernement Rournain n’a aiicmie sympathie ni pour la personne de 
TArchiduc Joseph, ni pour les idees reactionnaires qu’il represente, et d’une 
maniere generale n’entend soutenir aucun gouvernement qui ne serait agree par 
i’Entente. 

Legation de Rournanie, Paris. 

PARIS, le 14 aout igig. 

A Son Excellence 
Monsieur Pichon, 

Ministre des Affaires Etrangeres. 

Paris. 


Appendix B to No. 35 
Document i 

Translation.. 

Roumanian Delegation to the Peace Conference. 

PARIS, August 14, igig. 

T'he Roumanian Delegation has the honour to submit herewith the reply of the 
Roumanian Government to the communications of the Peace Conference, presented 
at Bucarest on August 9, 1919, concerning the situation in Hungary. 

To His Excellency the President of the Peace Conference. 

Document 2 

Reply of the Roumanian Government to the Communications of the Peace Conference 
presented at Bucharest on August g, igig"^ 

The Roumanian Government has been very painfully surprised by the com- 
munication received from the Peace Conference.® It has deserved neither the 

'*• The text of this note from the Roumanian Government was published with certain 
variations in the British press on Au^st 16, 1919. 
s See No. 30, appendix B. 
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!‘<-proa<;!if.s nor ihe accusations contained in this communication. Rouniania could 
not dciy a Conference in whose decisions she is to participate as a result of her co- 
opi'i'anon wiih ilic Allies in the work of justice which the victory of the Allies 
assjU'cs to I he world, as well as the national claims that the Roumanians formulated 
isely when they foi incd the entente with the Allies, Rournania has not changed 
nor terrlifii-ial clai/ns according to the success of her army, but she does consider 
doci, I he rn:\v iniliuiry cflbrts that she has been constrained to make in order to 
tlirow Ijack tlic ii'iiiigarian offensive, and the services that she has rendered to 
civilization b)- lu-r sacriiices, give her a new title to claim her rights. 

The Roumanian Government, at Budapest as elsewhere, intends to work in 
collaboration with the representatives of the Allied Powers. The Roumanian 
military command has received orders to collaborate with the military missions 
at Budapest, in order to fix together the measures necessary to facilitate the 
possibility of a Hungarian Government, which will assure order in the country 
and guarantee the security of peace relations on the Roumanian frontier. With 
this very object in view the Royal Government has instructed its Pligh Com- 
missioner, Ivlonsieur Diamandy, to go to Budapest, where, thanks to the order 
established by the victory of the Roumanian army, he will be able to meet the 
representatives of the i\,llied Powers. Rournania is decided in her intention of acting 
in accord with the policy that the Conference may henceforth fix in regard to 
Hungary, as a result of the new order of things established by the intervention of 
the Roumanian army. 

Concerning the attitude of the Roumanian Government and of the Command 
towards the decisions of the Conference concerning the occupation of Budapest, it 
is well known that the Roumanian troops were already there when the communica- 
tion was made to the Royal Government, and that the other four*^ were presented 
to it simultaneously, and not earlier than the afternoon of the ninth of August, 
Moreover, this occupation, which does not imply the bloodshed that the Conference 
fears, is indispensable if it is desired to bring an end to the state of affairs that has 
troulaled the centre of Europe too long already. Previous events have proved 
this. 

The R-oumanian Government could not foresee that the Peace Conference would 
consider the Armistice of November, 1918, as still existant, after having received 
from it the invitation to co-operate in a military action against the Hungarian 
army. Still less could it foresee this attitude after having been the object of a general 
offensive on the part of this army. 

Rournania could not conceive that, after the severe fighting which resulted in the 
surrender of ail the enemy’s organized forces to the Roumanian army, she would 
not have the right to take possession of the war material that the former had used 
to attack her, without being prevented by the situation created by the previous 
armistice. As to the other requisitions, they were levied only in proportions that 
assured, in addition to the needs of the population, large quantities for exportation, 
and did not compromise economic activity of the country. 

Rournania was obliged to take such action as a result of the state of complete 
exhaustion due to the Hungarian and German invasions and by the fact that it was 
in these regions, — now occupied by her — that the greater part of the spoils of war 
taken by the armies of the Central Powers were deposited. It would be difficult 

The reference is unceitain; for earlier communications on this subject from the Supreme 
Council to the Roumanian Government see No. 27, appendix G, No. 28, appendix A, and 
No. 29, minute 2. 
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to conceive that this right should be denied to Roumania when other Allied armies 
were able, without any obstacle on the part of the Conference, to completely drain 
and exhaust occupied territories, which should have been, according to the Peace, 
turned over not to a former enemy but to an Ally. 

The Roumanian Government regrets that the Allies should have taken into con- 
sideration the slanderous accusations preferred by an unscrupulous enemy. Far 
from encouraging pillaging, the Roumanian troops, by their very presence, re- 
established order and checked anarchy and devastation. The presence of the 
Representatives of the Allied Powers at Budapest is a testimony to such a state of 
affairs. The Roumanian Command, from the very first days, adopted measures to 
insure the provisioning of the Hungarian Capital which he [sic] had found completely 
deprived of provisions. Railroad transportation was interrupted only temporarily 
in the strict intere.st of military security. Concerning the Governments which have 
succeeded Bela Kun, they have been neither established, nor replaced nor interfered 
with by Roumanian troops. 

The Roumanian army has proved, in the midst of all the hardships which it has 
had to sustain, the high spirit with which it is animated and the discipline which 
reigns, and has never lost sight of the duties towards humanity and civilization 
which were incumbent upon it. The reception given to the army by the population 
in all the occupied territories is a brilliant proof of the equity of their actions. If 
the Roumanian military accomplishments, thanks to the direction of the operations 
and to the bravery of the troops, have developed and culminated so rapidly, 
Roumania has the clear conviction that she has rendered eminent service towards 
the work of peace which is the object of the Peace Conference. 


Appendix G to No. 35 


Tilegramme au Gouvernement Roumain^ {adr esse par Vintermediaire du Charge 
d^ Affaires de France a Bucarest), conmmnique d la Mission Militaire Inter alliee de 
Budapest 


13 [-yfc] aoUt igiQ. 

La Conference de la Paix, sans revenir sur un certam nombre de points qui 
appelleraient de sa part des rectifications, enregistre avec satisfaction la declaration 
du Gouvernement Romnain ‘qu’il est decide a agir d’accord avec la politique que 
la Conference fixera a I’egard de la Hongrie’. 

Elle interprete cette declaration comme indiquant que la Roumanie, en sa 
qualite d’Etat participant a la ConfH’ence de la Paix, a Pintention de se conformer 
a ses decisions communiquees par I’intermMiaire de la Mission Militaire deieguee 
k Budapest par le Gonseil Supreme. 

Les Directions envoyees a trois reprises par la Conference a la Mission des 
Generaux Allies et communiquees a Bucarest ont defini d’une maniere detaillee 
et cxplicite la politique des Puissances Alliees a I’egai'd de la Hongrie dans la 
situation presente (desai’mement des troupes hongroises, maintien de Fordre avec 
le minimum de troupes etrangeres, ravitaillement de la Hongrie, abstention de 
toute immixtion dans la politique interieure sous reserve de la libre expression 
de la volontc nationale) . 

Le Gonseil Supreme insiste sur le fait qu’aucune reprise definitive de materiel 


7 A translation of this telegram was published in the British press on August i 6 , 1919. 



dfi g’iicrrt:, dc r.iicmins de fer, d’agriciiiturCj ni de betail, etc., ne peut avc4r lieu 
iictuellcmept, 

n apruc.iies!U couibrincmeiit aux principes de la Conference acccptes par tons 
l« s Etais x'Vilies cl ajjpliques en particulier dans le Traite avec r'AliemagTif;:, a la 
reniiion tics Puissances Allices et Associees seiile de detei'ininer des reparations a 
fournir par la Hongrie et la repartition entre les Etats interesses. Ni Farniee 
Rouinaine, ni ic Gouveriiement Roumain ne sont fondes a fixer eux-memes ia 
par; de ia lEnjrnaanc, les avoirs hongrois de toute nature etant le gage commun 
des Puissances Alliees. 

S. PiCHON 


Appendix D to No, 35 

Le Prmdent de la Commission Economique de la Conference de la Paix d Monsieur le 
President du Conseil Supreme des Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees 

PARIS, le 12 aout igig. 

Le Conseil Supreme des Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees a renvoye a 
Texamen de la Commission Economique deux propositions relatives a Particle 25^ 
et a Particle 36^ du Projet de Traite avec la Bulgarie, iDrecedemment approuve, 

1) Article 25. Au sujet de cet article, la Delegation Roumaine a propose® une 
retouche tendant a ce que Pabrogation des Traites passes par ia Bulgarie avec la 
Roiimanie ne vise que les Traites conclus depuis la date du 15 aout 1916 jusqu’A 
la mise en vig[ii]eur du present Traite. 

La Commission Econoifiique faisant droit a la proposition roumaine propose ^ 
Funanimite, pour Particle 25, la redaction ci-apres, 

‘La Bulgarie reconnait comme etant et demeurant abroges tons les Traites, 
Conventions ou Accords qu’elle a conclus avec la Russie ou avec tout Etat ou 
Gouvernement dont le territoire constituait anterieurement une partie de la 
Russie, avant le i®*" aout 1914 ou depuis cette date, jusqu’a la mise en vig[u]eur 
du present Traite, ainsi qu’avec la Roumanie depuis la date du 15 aout 1916 
jusqu’a ia mise en vigueur du present Ti’aite.’ 

2) Article gS’iSur la proposition de la Delegation Britannique la Commission 
Economic|ue a ete unanime a retoucher la redaction de Particle 36 sur un point de 
detail, Une precision a ete inseree dans le texte pour marquer que les obligations 
resultant de cet article seront confinees au territoire Buigare tel qu’il resulte du 
present Traite; la redaction nouvelle proposee a Funanimite est la suivante. . . A 

Le Secretaii’e General 
de la Commission Economique 
de la Conference de la Paix 

Serruys 

^ See No. 26, minute 9. In his letter of August 2, 1919, proposing the amendment in 
question, M. Pangrati, Roumanian representative on the Economic Commission, stated: 
‘La Delegation Roumaine n’a jamais entendu et, n’entend pas renoncer notamment au 
Traite de Paix de Bucarcst conclu avec la Bulgarie en 1913.’ 

y There followed in the original a draft for the French text of article 182 of the Treaty 
of Neuiily. 
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Appendix E to No. 35 


Translation. 

Telegram from the French High Commission on behalf of the Interallied Investigation 
^ Commission 

CONSTANTINOPLE, AugUSt II, igig. 

Received on the igth. 

The Im^estigation Commission of Smyrna is composed as follows; — Admiral 
Bristol for the United States of America, General Bunoust for France, General 
Hare for England, General DalFolio for Italy. The Greek Government has 
designated Colonel Mazurakis to follow the meetings. 

It would be well to precise whether or not the Greek Officer can be present at 
all the sessions. That might have the disadvantage of preventing the Turkish 
witnesses from making their depositions freely before him. It is probable that the 
Turks will ask that a Turkish Officer be authorised to be present at the sessions 
under tiie same conditions as Colonel Mazurakis. 

The first meeting of the Commission will take place to-morrow. 

Deerance. 


No. 36 


H. D. 32 .] Motes on a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichofs Room at the Quai d'^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday^ 
August 18, igig, at j.go p.m. 


Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de St. Quentin. 
Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Ghapin. British Empire: Captain 
E. Abraham. : Captain A. Portier. Lt.-Colonel Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Demolon. 


I. M. PiGHON asked whether his colleagues had received any news of 

Plungary. He assumed that all had seen the telegram from General 
Situation in t> n 1, 

Hungary -oandhoitz. 

(This telegram was read. See AppendN A.) 

M. Pichon also mentioned another telegram addressed to M. Glemeiiceau 
by the Archduke Joseph. (See Appendix B.) 

Mr. Balfour said that the latter telegram appeared to be satisfactory. 
The Government undertook to proceed to a general election in a short time, 
and to remit the negotiation of peace to the national assembly. 

M. Pichon said that the phrase used, namely, ‘on the basis of universal 
suffrage’ was not very precise. It did not necessarily imply that the voting 
would be direct and secret. 
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M. 'TirroNi said that failing this condition there would be no legitimate 
gor, rnineiii. 

.''L, ihf huid tliat in addition the time limit ‘as soon as possible’ was 
\’eig indclinitc. and the resignation of the government ‘when the National 
Assembly nicf’ miglit be considerably postponed. He thought that instruc- 
litH'iS should be given to the representatives of the Allied Governments to 
arrange (hat ihc cicctions should take place very soon; that they should be 
]}ased on direct and secret voting, and that the Constituent Assembly should 
be formed immediately. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Allied Representatives had yet made any 
report on the present Government. He had himself received information 
IWjm two S'oarcxes: from Mr. Hoover, and from certain persons who had just 
rciiinu'd Huiigary. Both agreed that it was scarcely possible for the 

Council io rc'cngnise the Archduke Joseph. He only remained in power 
iR-cuisc con [rolled the police and the Hungarian army. No labour 
rep.C'^-'nL.ilix’c or socialist had joined his Government. The mere fact that 
lie was a Hapsbiirg had greatly upset the neighbouring small States. Mr. 
Hoover’s conclusion was that this Government should not be recognised, as 
there could be no proper election wdiile the Archduke Joseph remained in 
power. Should the Conference refuse to recognise him he would fall, and he 
could then be replaced by a Coalition Government. 

M. PiCHON asked w^hether there w^'as any proof that the Roumanians had 
supported this Government. 

Mr. Polk said they of course denied it. The information received was to 
the eflt^ct that they were present at its formation and could have prevented it. 
The Archduke Joseph had been put in power by the Hungarian military party. 

M. Tittoni said that retrospective considerations were not of much import. 
The Roumanians denied any complicity in forming the present Government 
of Plungai-y, and their mere presence at its formation did not establish 
complicity. Their presence, however, inasmuch as it contributed to the 
maintenance of order, also contributed to maintaining any Government in 
power. The question for the Council was whether this Government should 
be recognised as a de facto government, or whether the Council should say 
that elections must be held by a government more representative of all 
parties in the country. 

Mr. Polk said that he understood no social democrat or labour representa- 
tive would join a Coalition Government with the Archduke. Recognition of 
the Archduke’s Government would amount to excluding from recognition 
the real representation of the country. He thought, therefore, that it would 
be a fatal error to recognise the Archduke’s Government. He felt American 
opinion would be very strongly opposed to it. 

M. Tittoni thought it would be better to consult the Allied Mission in 
Budapest before coming to a decision. The Mission might be asked whether, 
should tlie Archduke Joseph withdraw, power would be likely to pass with- 
out revolution to a Coalition Government. The Mission might also be asked 
whether, seeing that the Archduke Joseph did not furnish a rallying point for 
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all parties in Hungary, it would not be well to recommend him to resign and 
yield his place to a Government which might be really representative. 

M. PiCHON said that there were undoubtedly objections to any Goverii- 
iiieiit with a Hapsburg as chief. Such a Government was bound to be a 
reactionary government. The Conference, however, had said that it would 
not interfere in Hungarian internal affairs. Nevertheless the Allied Mission 
in Budapest had inevitably had relations wdth the Archduke. Hence a very 
delicate situation. If the question suggested by M. Tittoni were to be in the 
precise form he proposed, the Conference would be open to the charge of 
interfering in the internal affairs of Hungary. He thought that the representa- 
tives should be asked for information on Hungarian conditions. The previous 
instructions sent to them should be recalled. They should be told not to 
appear to interfere and above all to do nothing tending to convey any 
recognition of the present Government which in the eyes of the Conference, 
had no legal existence, which did not represent the chief parties in Hungary 
and especially excluded all democratic elements. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed that information was what the Council 
desired. He drew attention to the fact that the Archduke’s government had 
not been put in power by the Hungarian people, but by a coup d’etat. It 
took the place of the Government in whose favour Bela Kun had resigned. 
If the Archduke knew that the Powers were unfavourable to him he would 
resign, and a Coalition Government might soon be possible. The representa- 
tive of the French Government had had an interview with the Archduke, 
who had said that he would abdicate as soon as a Socialistic Government 
could be formed. If he had spoken the truth he might resign immediately. 

M. PiGHON said that it would be necessary for the Council to make up its 
mind as to what it wanted. Was it prepared in the end to say to the Archduke 
that he must resign? If the Council was bound by its decisions not to interfere 
in Hungarian internal politics, it would not be easy to do this. If the Arch- 
duke were told that he would not be recognised officially, this would be of 
little avail, as even without official relations, the Governments were to some 
extent committed to the intercourse they must have with the administration 
in power. The Archduke had formed a programme, and had communicated 
it to the Allied Generals in Budapest. The Generals had received him, and 
even their silence was construable as a sort of recognition. The question was 
therefore whether the Council should await the advice of the Allied representa- 
tives ill Budapest or not before asking the Archduke to resign, 

Mr. Polk said that he thought it would probably be better to wait. 
But he reminded the Council that M. Glemenceau had made a strong point 
in the instructions to the Generals of not recognising this Government 
because of the bad example this would set to the rest of Europe. If the 
Generals, therefore, had recognised the Archduke’s Government, they had 
exceeded their mission. 

Mr, Balrour said that he did not think that they had done so. 

M. Tittoni said that they had been visited by the Archduke. They had 
received his programme, they had remained silent, they had made no protest. 
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AH this amnimicd almost to a recognition. The question therefore Vviis should 
ilic Art'lifhike be asked to retire. 

Mu. PoLi; observed that there were precedents for official relations with 
unrei'fsgiii.scd Goi’crnnients. For instance, the Government of Leiiiii and 
Trotsky had not been recognised, but agents of the Powers had been in 
contact with them. 

M. PiGHON observed that the agents in question, at least as regards France, 
li^d iiGi Irccii ofiicials. The telegram alluded to by Mr. Tittoni had not, he 
thought, contained a programme. It merely contained a communication by 
the Archduke of the members of his Cabinet. 

M. Tittoni said that it was necessary to take into consideration public 
opinion. Throughout the Allied world it was thought that the Council was 
in some manner favourable to the Archduke’s Government. The papers were 
engaged in speculations as to whether it was France, Italy or Roumania that 
backed the Archduke. All Governments would be questioned in their Parlia- 
ments. It was therefore important that the Council should take sides openly 
and that all should appear to be following the same course. 

M. PiCHON said that the Council had already declared that it would only 
recognise a Government representing the national will. 

Mr. Balfour then proposed a draft telegram for communication to the 
Allied Generals in Budapest. (See Appendix C.) He said that he thought 
the advantages of this telegram were that it would recognise the need of the 
Allied representatives to work with the people in power. It made it clear 
that the Conference did not trust these people; that the main reason for this 
distrust was that the head of the Hungarian Government was a Hapsburg; 
and that what the Conference desired was to obtain the opinion of the Hun- 
garian people. A National Assembly based upon universal suffrage and direct 
and secret voting was necessary. It was only on these conditions that peace 
could be made with a Hungarian Government. He thought this constituted 
sufficient material for a very strong hint to the present Hungarian Government. 

M. PiCHON said that it was undesirable to use any sentence which might 
suggest that the Allies were ready to agree to the restoration of the monarchy 
in Hungary. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Allies could not oppose a monarchical form 
of government in Hungary should the Hungarians desire it. 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed with M. Pichon, not that he objected to a 
monarchical form of Government, but because in Hungary it would be 
bound to have a Hapsburg at its head, and because the Hapsburgs were the 
authors of the war. 

(The telegram drafted by Mr. Balfour (see Appendix G) was then ado|}tcd.) 

Mr, Polk communicated to Ms colleagues a telegram from Mr. Hoover 
SHuat^on-i situation in Upper Silesia. (See Appendix D.) 

said that the conclusion of the telegram was that a 
military occupation was necessary. The Gouneil, he understood, 
Iiad already decided that there should be a military occupation of Silesia. 



M. PiGi-iON pointed out that the occupation could only [be] carried out after 
the ratification of the Treaty. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that a question affecting the very existence of 
Central Europe was at stake. If the coal mines of Silesia were destroyed, the 
life of Europe would be in jeopardy. Even if the Treaty did not give the 
Conference the right to intervene, he thought that in a case of this kind it 
would be quite fair to exceed Treaty rights, 

M. PiGHON said that the military occupation of Silesia before the ratifica- 
tion of the Treaty was a very serious matter. He suggested that General 
W eygaiid should be sent for. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought according to the armistice the Allies 
w^ere entitled to occupy any strategic point they wished in Germany. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that it was not necessary to occupy the whole of 
Silesia. It was, however, of vital interest to save the mines. 

Mr. Polk read another telegram from Mr, Hoover recommending that 
representatives of the Goal Commission should proceed at once to Upper 
Silesia. He thought this might be decided upon without awaiting General 
Weygand's arrival. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that M. Loucheur, who, he understood, presided 
over the Coal Commission should be asked to send its representatives to Silesia. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought a Commission would not be able, with- 
out military assistance, to save the mines. 

(At this point General Weygand entered the room.) 

General Weygand, after reading the telegrams, said that he had just 
received from General Henrys similar news to that sent by Mr. Hoover. 
General Henrys also asked for troops to occupy Upper Silesia. A reply had 
already been sent to General Henrys to the effect that according to the 
Treaty the Allies had no right to enter Silesia, but that his request had been 
communicated to the Conference. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Allies had no rights under the Armistice. 

General Weygand replied that Silesia was still German territory, and 
that no article in the Armistice with Germany entitled the Allied Armies to 
enter into German territory. All that could be done was to anticipate the 
terms of the Treaty, 

M. PiCHON thought that all that could be done for the time being was to 
send the representatives of the Goal Commission. 

General Weygand said that the German Government, if questioned, 
would be bound to disavow the promoters of trouble in Upper Silesia. In 
this case tiic German Government would probably declare itself unable to 
control the situation. Should it do this, the Allies would have sufficient reason 
for offering to assist in controlling it. 

M. PiGHON said that he understood General Weygand’s proposal to be 
that the German Government should be asked to remedy the condition of 
affairs in Upper Silesia. If it declared itself unable to do so, the Allies would 
tender their help, 
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Ji\LForR asked whether the Allies had not a right to send troops into 
f ;.-r ocrapy strategic points. 

Cihhr.RAL 'Weygand said that a provision to this effect existed in the 
Arn)i',tirt* with Austria, but not in the Armistice with Germany. 

I\lk. bAi.rosjK remarked that according to Mr. Hoover the strikes in Upper 
.Si!e;-ia had a political character, and were really fostered by the Germans 
b' The Allies asked the German Goveriimeut to suppress the 
the p.jii ,ii party in Upper Silesia would consider itself aggrieved and 
Lhi''. j-ioiir.- niig'hl amount to sacrificing the Poles to the Germans. 

M. liTTONi said that he understood that German troops had not yet 
evacuated Upper Silesia. In that case the responsibility for ensuring order 
was tiUjirs, 

Mx. C.VLia-ajii drew attention to the passage in Mr, Hoover’s telegram 
stating iLai lIjc Polish miners had been protecting the mines against the 
Spaihu'iNts Vvho appeaa-ed to have combined with the German Volunteer 
Gorps in sliooiing the Poles. Under such circumstances it was difficult to 
send Gcrnian soldiers into the district to restore order without incurring the 
reproaches of the Poles. 

M. Tittomi said that the destruction of the mines must be put a stop to by 
some means or other. There was really no question of sending German 
troops to quell the disorder, as German troops were already there. 

M, PiCHON said that the Council was faced with a dilemma. The Germans 
would certainly fall upon the Poles. On the other hand, it was a big responsi- 
bility to occupy German territory before the Treaty, 

M. Tittoni thought that the destruction of the coal supply in Central 
Europe was a worse evil, 

M. PiGHON said that the Military Commission suggested in Mr. Hoover’s 
telegram was not, in his opinion, likely to have a very great effect. 

General Weygand pointed out that such a Mission could only be sent 
with the consent of the German Government. Should it proceed to Silesia 
without the consent of the German Government, the latter might refuse to 
be responsible for its safety. 

M. PiGHON said that the Allies had really no means of military intervention 
within the terms of the law, 

Mr. Balfour said that in one sense the Germans had as great an interest 
in putting a stop to the destruction of the mines as the Allies. German 
industries depended upon Silesian coal. They would therefore lose as much 
as Tchecho-Slovakia, Vienna or Italy. He suggested that the Germans 
might be told that if they declined to help, the Allies would arrange that they 
should have no coal from Silesia, should the district go to Poland. 

M. Berthelot observed that Herr Erzberger in a recent speech had drawn 
attention to the diminishing production of coal in Silesia. He had added that 
there was reason to anticipate a still further diminution. For this reason he 
had urged that restrictions be imposed on the consumption of coal in 
Germany in order that sufficient coal should be left for the winter months. 
This indicated that the German Government was aware of the situation in 
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Silesia, and had perhaps contributed to bring it about. It was not therefore 
c|uite safe to speculate on the good faith of the German Government. 

General Weygand said that in negotiating on this matter with Germany, 
it was reasonable to assume that the German Government acted in good 
faith, seeing that it could not admit that it was inspiring the destruction of 
the mines. 

M. Berthelot said that the German Government would then resort to 
dilatory tactics. They would say that it was not a case of revolution but a 
case of strikes, which it was difficult to suppress. 

General Weygand said that the coal from Silesia was a matter of Euro- 
pean interest. Many arguments were at the disposal of the Conference. This 
coal concerned Austria, Tchecho-Slovakia and other States. The Conference 
moreover was bound to hand over the territoiy to Poland in good condition 
should it ultimately be assigned to Poland. 

M. PiCHON said that General Dupont might perhaps be asked to intervene 
with the German Government and ask it to take the necessary steps to 
remedy the situation. He suggested that General Weygand should prepare 
a text of a telegram to General Dupont, and submit it to the Council on the 
following day. 

Mr, Balfour said that he had been struck by one of the considerations 
brought forward by General Weygand. The situation should be looked at 
in its broader aspect. The Silesian coal question affected not merely the 
comfort, but the very existence of the new states created by the Conference. 
The question was not one of local strikes and local destruction of property, 
which, unfortunate though it might be, might well be considered no business 
of the Conference. It was the consequences elsewhere that mattered. These 
consequences might perhaps justify the Conference in exceeding the letter 
both of the Armistice and of the Treaty, and in anticipating the terms of the 
latter by a few weeks. He thought the policy to which the discussion pointed 
might be summarised under three heads. First, the representatives of the 
Goal Commission should be sent to Silesia ; second, an appeal should be 
made to the German Government in the manner suggested by General 
Weygand, and third, Marshal Foch should be asked to devise plans for 
combining with the forces of order in the country, in order to protect what 
was not merely German or Polish property, but a world interest. 

M. PiGHON said that he understood that the third proposal would only 
come into play if the two former were insufficient, 

(It was then agreed that : — 

(a) M. Loucheur he asked to send representatives of the Coal Commission 
to Upper Silesia without delay, to examine the situation and to 
report on the means of remedying it. 

(&) That the attention of the German Government be called to the condi- 
tion of affairs in Upper Silesia and to the danger of destruction of 
the coal mines, and that it be asked to take necessary steps to ensure 
order. Genera! Weygand was asked to submit, at the following meet;- 
mg. draft instructions to General Dupont, embodying this policy. 
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(c) 'fo ask i^FarsIial Foch to prepare means of sending forces into Upper 
Sii<*sia, skoiiid the need arise, in order to protect the mines from 
flcsinniioii.) 

3. M. Ij'fi’ONi said he wished to draw attention to a memorandum lie had 

received from the British Delegation, regarding the plan 
"According to which the Conference should work. 

' PiGHOM suggested that this question be held over until 

Tliiirsdayd when M. Glemenceau was expected' to return. 

4. M. Tittoni said that he thought the Council should not separate until 

the Austrian Treaty had been signed. He asked when this 
Functions of the | , . exnected 

PoRTmk said that the first meeting of the Editing 

Committee was to take place on the following day. The last reports from 
the various Commissions had only just been received. He thought that the 
labours of the Editing Committee could, at best, be completed in 48 hours, 
provided that the Committee confined itself to co-ordinating the answers 
prepared by the Commissions, and that it did not deal afresh with the various 
problems. 

Mr. Balfour said that even after the Committee had finished its work, 
time would be recjuired for printing and correcting proofs. 

Captain Fortier said that, presumably, the Austrians would be given, 
as the Germans had been given, 5 clays to consider whether they would sign 
or not. 

Mr. Balfour asked if a timetable of the various necessary operations 
could be prepared by the Secretary-General. He agreed that the Council 
should not separate until the Austrian Treaty had been signed and the 
Bulgarian Treaty presented. 

M. PiCHON said he thought that all were agreed that the Editing Com- 
mittee should coniine its labours to co-ordinating reports of Commissions, 
except in case any two reports were inconsistent. 

Mr. Polk said that he would like to see the instructions to the Committee. 
Pie thought the Committee should not be too strictly limited, though its main 
task was certainly to co-ordinate the answers prepared by the Commissions. 
He understood that some of its members proposed to re-cast the Treaty. 

Captain Fortier pointed out that the Committee had received no 
instructions. There was merely a resolution to the effect that a similar 
organism should be set up to that set up to make the final reply to the 
Germans. 

(It was' agreed that the Editing Committee should be instructed to limit 
its labours to the co-ordination of the various replies prepared by Commis- 
sions, except when inconsistencies in these replies required examination of 
any question on its merits .)3 

* August 21, 1919. 

2 M. Glemenceau was taking a brief rest in the west of France, 

3 This resolution is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., p. 72, 
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M. Tittoni observed that the Conference had dealt with many important 
matters. It might fairly be said that it had governed Europe, but it would 
be severely criticised by public opinion should it separate without having 
made peace. 

5. Mr. Polk said lie had received a telegram from Sofia to the efiect that 
General Franchet d’Esperey, acting under the authority of 
Gmetal Franchd Peace Conference, had ordered the Bulgarian Govern- 
in Bdgarla ^^^°'^ nieiit to disarm its forces. He asked whether General Franchet 
d’Esperey had given an order to the Bulgarian Government, 
or had conveyed a request. The Council had agreed that no orders could be 
given. He would, therefore, like to know exactly in^ what manner the 
General had proceeded, as it appeared that he had obtained the removal 
to Constantinople of the firing mechanism of all the surplus small arms in 
Bulgaria. He was also informed that the General had gone to Bulgarian 
Thrace and told his officers to say that the country would be attributed to 
Greece, and that the Bulgarians must evacuate it. 

General Weygand said that he had no information whatever regarding 
the second point, but he did not think that the information received by 
Mr, Polk could be accurate. As to the first the measures taken by General 
Franchet d’Esperey were the result of the telegram sent him from the 
Conference.'*- He had been told he could not exact anything from the 
Bulgarians which was not required of them in the armistice. The results he 
had obtained had been reached by negotiation. 

Mr. Polk asked whether he could be furnished with a copy of the request 
addressed by General Franchet d’Esperey to the Bulgarian Government. 

General Weygand said that no other instructions had been given to 
General Franchet d’Esperey except those sent from the Conference. He 
believed that his negotiations with the Bulgarian Government had been 
conducted verbally. 

Mr. Polk said he would like to have a report from General Franchet 
d’Esperey regarding these negotiations, as well as a copy of any documents 
that might have passed between him and the Bulgarians. 

M. Berthelot said that there was a telegram sent by General Franchet 
d’Esperey to the French War Office, saying that he had gone to Sofia and 
had obtained his results by negotiation. It might have been pointed out that 
there were forty-five thousand Bulgarians under arms instead of the twenty- 
eight thousand to wlricli they were entitled. 

Mr, Polk asked whether there was any objection to the furnishing of a 
report, 

M. Pighon said he thought the General would have nothing to report. 

Mr. Polk said that the Bulgarians must be very easy people to manage if 
so much had been obtained from them even in excess of the terms of the 
armistice. Marshal Foch had told the Council that the Bulgarians had been 
very punctilious in executing the armistice. The honour of the Council was 

See No. 27, appendix F, and No. 28, minute I. 
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1 !:c! ci'.-jiY- aud General Franchet d’Esperey lia,d acted as the agent 

oihiie Gourici!. Me did not question the way in which the General had acted, 
-..hi a- .iiOi.ghi dier<‘ could be no possible objection to his furnishing a report 
to thf; C kjuucil. 

AL PiciioN said tiiat the Genera! had only followed the instructions given 

him. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that the armistice only prescribed the number of 
dhisimi. the Bnigarians were to keep, not the number of men in each 
division. 

General Weygand agreed that this was so. The armistice had been 
{h'liciroil in this respect. Any request for reduction of the number of men 
uudf’r arms ’,v'as in excess of the armistice, but this had been obtained by 
negoliatiu-L 

(It was decided: that General Franchet d’Esperey should be asked to 
furiiihh a, report to the Council on his negotiations with the Bulgarian 
Grn'ermticol regarding disarmament and the alleged evacuation ofTlirace.) 

6. General Weygand said that according to a Naueii wireless message the 
Recall of General German Government had recalled General von der Goltz.s 
van der GoHz 

7. M. DE St. Quentin said that according to the terms of Peace handed to the 

Austrian Delegation on the 20th July some districts of 
(hxupaiim by Ausinan Western Hungary had been attributed to Austria. In 
DistXd'i August‘S the Austrian Delegation 

Hungary complained that the Hungarian authorities, having 

obtaine[d] information of the intentions of the Con- 
ference, were exercising brutal reprisals on the populations of these districts. 
Cattle and agricultural implements were being removed. The inhabitants 
were being forcibly enlisted. The Austrian Delegation therefore requested 
that the Commission to superintend the plebiscite should be sent immediately 
to Western Hungaiy. No attention had yet been paid to this request as the 
Treaty did not provide for a plebiscite. Only the Austrian Delegation asked 
for one. The Conference had not taken a plebiscite into consideration. 

M, Tittoni asked why the Austrians were asking for a plebiscite in a 
country which the Conference had attributed to them without one. 

M. [de] St. Quentin said the Austrians asked for more territory than the 
Conference desired to give them. In addition to this the Austrians hoped to 
create a precedent in order to ask for a plebiscite in Styria for instance, where 
the Conference had no intention of holding one. On* the gtli August the 
Austrian Delegation had been authorised by the Austrian Government to 
ask the Conference for authority to send Austrian police into the affected 

2 General von der Goltz at that time returned only temporarily to Germany for con- 
5!uIi:at:ion. He was not finally recalled from the Baltic Provinces by the German Government 
until October, 1919 (cf. No. 70, appendix A). 

^ A translation of this note, no. 906, is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., 
pp. 419-20. 
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districts to maintain order until the plebiscite should take place. On the 
i4.tli August a letter had been received from the Austrian Delegation saying 
that the Hungarians threatened to retake Western Hungary by force. The 
letter further expressed anxiety as to the movements of Roumanian troops. 
It requested the Conference to forbid both the Hungarians and the Rou- 
manians to enter the area attributed to Austria, and renewed the request 
for permission to send police into the country. Finally on the 15th August 
the Delegation informed the Conference that the necessities of the case had 
forced the Austrian Government to act and to send police and customs 
officials into Western Hungary up to the frontier line laid down by the 
Conference. The Delegation hoped that this action would be approved by 
the Conference. There were therefore two questions for the Council to settle. 
Would it ratify tYit fait accompli either expressly or by maintaining silence 
and in that case would it notify the Roumanian and Hungarian Governments? 

In reply to a question M. [de] St. Quentin said the Austrians had occupied 
the whole of the territory assigned to them. 

(It was decided that no answer should be sent to the various communica- 
tions of the Austrian Delegation regarding the occupation of Western 
Hungary .)7 

M. Tittoni observed that this did not imply approval. 

8. M. [de] St. Quentin said that a similar instance arose in regard to Preko- 

murie. The Serb-Groat-Siovene Delegation had asked for per- 
Prekmurief to occupy the portion of this territory attributed to 

Tugo-Slavs ^ them.® Troops had been got in readiness to occupy the area. 

The Delegation now asked that the Hungarian Government 
should be notified of the decision of the Conference, in order that opposition 
should not arise. 

(It was agreed that as the Conference could not deal with any recognised 
Government in Hungary, notification in the sense desired by the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes could not be made.) 

9. M. [de] St. Quentin said that the frontier fixed in Barania® had not been 

. notified to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation. The Delegation 
BarJik asking for localities beyond the line adopted by the 

Conference. He suggested that the best means of stopping these 
requests would be to inform them of the frontier so fixed. 

M. Tittoni asked why the Delegation had not been informed. 

M. [de] St. Quentin replied that the general rule of the Council was 
that no frontiers should be communicated to any Delegation, without an 
express decision to that effect, 

(It was decided that the Serb-Croat-Slovene Delegation should be informed 
of the frontier laid down in the Barania.) 

7 This resolution is printed, ibid, p. 423. ■ 

® See No. 25, minute 8. ® See No. 25, minute 6 {b) and appendix F. 
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[Not printed] 



Athwanas tn h aM^ned [Not printed] 

!n qijircfi on Conimis.sims 
of Control in Germany 

('I'lic Meeting tlien adjourned,) 

Villa Maje.uk, Paris, 

At! oust I’j. ffjTg. 


AppexN^dix a to No. 36 


Tiligranime a .mi Excellence M. Clemenceau, President de la Conference de la Paix d 
Paris 


BUDAPEST, le jj aodt igig. 


La Commission des Generaux Allies a re^m ce matin, 15 aoixt, FArchiduc 
Joseph, qui Fa avisee de la formation d’lm nouveau Ministere de Coalition, sous 
la Presidence de M. Fridicli [Friedrich]. Quatre Ministeres restent a pourvoir. 
La liste en sera telegraphiee des qu’elle sera complete et definitive. Apres avoir 
confere avec le General Roumain Flolban et le Ministre de la Guerre hongrois 
accompagne par Je Chef de la Police de Budapest, la Commission a pris une 
decision au sujet de la garnison I'oumaine de Budapest et de la reorganisation de 
la police hongroise, afixi de maintenir Fordre dans la capitale. La garnison 
roumaine pour Budapest et les environs restera pour le moment fix6e a une division 
d’Infanterie, dont la commission a legerement modifie les emplacements pour 
degager autant cpie possible le centre de la ville et mieux assurer Fordre dans les 
environs parini les ouvriers c|ui constituent Felement le plus turbulent. La police 
hongroise pour la ville et les envix'ons sei'a I'eorganisee aussitot que possible et 
comptera une force effective de 6.000 homines. 

Le Cfeneral Flolban a promis de ti'aiter immediatement cette question avec les 
autorites hongroises et de tenir la Commission au coui'ant. La commission ayant 
ete avisee que les troupes tcheco-slovaques n’ont pas encore evacue la region 
miniere du Salgotarjan qui est dans la zone neuti’e, a, ce jour meme, reitere 
au Gouvernement de Pragxie, par telegraphe, Finvitation a retirer ses troupes 


immediatement. 


Bantholtz [jfc] — 10 heures 45. 


Appendix B to No. 36 


Radio de Budapest JV° 132 W 261 le jyfS dg h. ig 

Monsieur Georges Clemenceau, President de la Conference de la PaLx, a Paris. 


Monsieur le President, 


BUDAPEST, le 16 aout igig. 


J’ai Flionneur de porter a votre connaissance que, en Hongrie, le gouvernement 
defmitif s’est constitue, dont le but est de retablir Fordre inteiieur, fixer le plus 
tot possible Felection sur la base du suffrage universel et de conclure la paix. 
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Les riiembres dii Cabinet sent: 

President du Gonseii et Ministre du Com- Etienne Friedrich, Indiistriei. 
merce par interim : 

Interieur: Le Baron Sigismond Perenyi, em- 

ploye d^Etat. 

Affaires Etrangeres: Martin Lovahzi, President des Partis 

Bourgeois Associes. 

Finances: Jean Gruehn, Employe d’Etat. 

Justice; Georges Baloghy, Juge. 

Agriculture: Etienne Szabo, Agriculteur. 

Ministre des Interets des Petits Fermiers: Jean Mayer, Laboureur. 

Quite et Instruction Publique; Charles Buszar [Huszar], Maitre 

d’Ecole Socialiste Chretien. 

Sante Publique: Andre Gsillery, Medecin. 

Ministre des Minorites Nationales : Jacques Bleyer, Professeur a I’ llni- 

versite de Budapest. 

Guerre: Fran9ois Schnetzer, General. 

Affaires de Propagande: Etienne Haller, du parti Socialiste 

Chretien. 

Ministre charge de la preparation des Le Comte Paul Toiocki [Teleki], 
negociations de Paix. proprietaire. 

En outre trois portefeuilies sont reserves aux ouvriers industriels, a savoir; les 
portefeuilles de la prdvoyance publique, du ravitaillement et le ministere pour les 
interets industriels. 

Ge Gouvernement donnera sa demission lors de la convocation de I’Assembiee 
Nationale. 

A la meme epoque, mes fonctions de Chef de Gouvernement cesseront egale- 
ment; PAssembiee Nationale devra ratifier la paix ainsi qiie fixer la forme de 
PEtat et de la Constitution. 

Veuillez bien prendre connaissance de cette communication. 

Archidug Joseph 

Appendix G to No. 36 

Though it is necessary for you to take ageount of any Ministry which, for the 
moment, holds the machinery of power, we cannot recognise or make terms of 
peace with a Government which does not, as far as we can judge, represent the 
country. The mere fact that the Head of the State is a Hapsburg, diminishes the 
possibility of feeling confidence in an administration which has, in any case, been 
established by a coup d’etat during a foreign occupation. We have, of course, no 
wish to intervene in the internal affairs of Hungary', but Ave do wish to be assured 
that its Government represents its people. An assembly elected directly by uni- 
versal suffrage and secret voting seems to us to be a necessary preliminary to any 
satisfactory arrangement, or any stable peace. 

Please report on the political situation. 


Appendix D to No. 36 


Vienna, Commission to Negotiate Peace Paris. 


Received at A.R.A. Aug. 18. 1:45. 


Number Ham 1158. Complete strikes now in progress in Upper Silesia and 
appear more political than economical in character and has {sic} become so violent 
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as lo already rcsuli: in the destruction of one important coal mine and to threaten 
destruction of the entire district. The whole of Genti'al Europe is dependent 
upon tiiis district for coal and unless all x’ailway tr-ansport and municipal, service 
arc lo toiaily disappear through these ai'eas this coal district must be gotten back 
to operation at once. The causes of the trouble are somewhat obscure. Gon- 
sideral'jle ari'csifsj and shooting of Poles were made by Germans stating that they 
w ere putting dotvn a Sparticist uprising. There seems to be some genuine Sparticist 
agitatlmi l.>ut tire Poles claim that it is entirely manufactured by the Genxians and 
have shown rne various documents indicating direct complicity of the Government 
ai Berlin if the documents can be demonstrated authentic. In any event the Polish 
inijicas liavc .sli’urk, claiming twanny and persecution of the German Volunteer 
(dorps, and tliC wlioic district is now idle. Curiously enough the Polish miners have 
been acmaliy protecting the mines from desti’uction by the Sparticists, in two or 
liiree cases the Sparticists appear to be mixed with the German Volunteer Corps 
when it conics to shooting up the Poles. Altogether the situation requires immediate 
attention. There can be no settlement of the question without occupation, as 
provided for nrider the Treaty, and if the Allies do not occupy the district the 
repercussion o.u the coal supply will be terrible to all Europe. In any event another 
military commission comprising representatives of at least four Governments 
should be instantly dispatched to the district. The problem is not a question as to 
who is right or wrong' in this disturbance. The fact of the case is that it is a largely 
political strike and is jeopardising the life of Europe through the stoppage of coal 
production and it fundamentally grows out of failure to create allied plebiscite 
commission to take charge of the district. 

Hoover 


No. 37 


H. D. 33.] A'^oU’s of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoti’s Room at the Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Tuesday^ 
August ig^ rgig, at g.go pan. 


Present: U.S.A.: Hon. ,F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire '.Tht Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de St. Quentin. 
Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: Colonel U. S. Grant. British Empire: Lieut.- 

Commander Bell, Captain A. Portier. Ita/y: Lt.-Colond Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Demolon. 


I . During the discussion of this question the following were present: General 

_ . ,, , Weygand, Mr. J. F. Dulles, M. Gastoldi and Captain ie 

Funchons of the ^ 

Editing cLmUue Vav^sseur. 

loith regard to the Balfour said that he felt compelled to ask the Council 

Peace Treaty with to re-consider the decision that it had taken at its previous 
Austria Meeting, (See H. d. 32J Minute 4.) Some time before, the 
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question had arisen as to whether the Co-ordinating Committee should 
deal direct with all reports, which the various Technical Committees 
might prepare, on the subject of Austrian Notes; and whether, after 
dealing with them, they should send a unified report on the subject to 
the Council. (See h. d. 27A Minute 3.) The decision arrived at had been, 
that the duties of the Co-ordinating Committee should be modified in 
that sense. But, in order to effect this, it would be necessary to give the 
Committee in question greater latitude. M. Pichon and M. Tittoni had, on 
the other hand, desired to restrict the functions of the Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee, and to prevent it from dealing with any questions of principle. The 
ill consequences of these limitations could now be foreseen. In the case of 
the German Treaty, all reports of Committees had gone, in the first instance, 
to the Council of Four, who had examined them almost word for word at a 
great expenditure of trouble; and had then sent them back to the Co- 
ordinating Committee, for the preparation of a unified report, in which the 
decisions of the Council of Four were incorporated. He had hoped, by 
proposing that the Co-ordinating Committee should deal direct with the 
reports of the Committees, that the present Council might be spared a lot of 
work. In order to effect this, however, the Co-ordinating Committee must 
be given greater latitude than the decision arrived at on the previous day 
permitted. He would like to point out, that a great number of replies from 
the Austrian Delegation had not been submitted to any Committee at all. 
He would like to know the reason for this ; and further wished to be informed 
to what particular body the questions raised by the Austrian Delegation 
were being referred. The existing decision would have, as a result, that the 
Co-ordinating Committee would actually be prevented from considering 
the Austrian notes. In this case it would be necessary for him, as a representa- 
tive of Great Britain, to work through all. the controversial points raised by 
the Austrians, in collaboration with his experts, and, after bringing all 
relevant questions before the notice of the Council, to send back the results 
to the Co-ordinating Committee. Such a procedure would take a great deal 
of time, and would be a strain on the temper of the Council. He asked, 
therefore, whether It would not be better to relax the restrictions imposed by 
the decision of the previous day, and to allow the Co-ordinating Committee 
to survey the Austrian notes, and the Austrian Peace Treaty, as a whole, and 
to report to the Council. He did not think it would be proper to allow it to 
be said that the Austrian Delegation had never had its case properly heard, 
or to permit it to be thought that the immense operation of liquidatijig the 
Austrian Empire had been effected without a due consideration of all tlic 
problems involved. He therefore hoped that the previous decision might be 
modified. 

M. Tittoni asked whether it was correct to say that the Austrian notes had 
not been fully examined, or that certain points in them had not been referred 
to any Committee. 

M. PiGHON replied that he did not think the statement was correct, and 
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that, in liis opirhooj every question raised by the Austrian Delegation had 
been referred to a competent Committee. 

Mr. Balfour replied that this was not the opinion of his experts. 

M. Bertiieloi’, confirming M. Piclion’s previous statement, said that only 
one question raised by the Austrian Delegation had not been considered. 
The question in point was, whether the Austrian State was to be considered 
as a New State, similar to Poland, Czecho-Slovalda, or Jugo-SIavia, or as an 
enemy State siiniJar to Germany. The British Delegates had considered 
that Austria should be regarded as a New State; but the Council had already 
decided in an opposite sense, and their view had been strongly supported 
by President Wilson. It was most important that tliis decision should be 
upheld, since any withdrawal from the standpoint adopted would involve 
re-casting the Peace Treaty with Austria. 

M. Tittoni said that if it were really thought that Austria was not an 
Enemy State, the Italians would have fought for over three and a half years, 
with a loss of over half a million dead, against a mere phantom. 

(At this point M. Gambon and Members of the Editing Committee 
entered the room; and M. Pichon laid the question raised by Mr. Balfour 
before them.) 

M. Gambon said that he did not know of any question raised by the 
Austrian notes having failed to receive consideration, since the whole duties 
of the Co-ordinating Committee consisted in dealing with the reports of the 
Technical Committees, to which the notes in question were referred. The 
procedure of his Committee had been as follows. He had read a draft cover- 
ing note to the general reply to be given to the Austrians [? in] which he 
summarised the remarks and criticisms raised by the Committees to whom 
the notes had been referred. In his note, he had insisted upon one point, 
which was, that the Council should exercise to the full its rights against 
Austria, which had been the author of the war, by the fact that it had sent its 
ultimatum to Serbia; and had, moreover, before any declaration of war, had 
[.yfr] performed belligerent acts against France and Belgium. When he had 
finished reading his draft covering letter, Mr. Headiam-Morley had read 
an alternative covering note, conceived in a totally different sense; and had 
argued therein, that Austria should be considered as a New State, and not as 
an Enemy one. But the question so raised had been decided previously in 
the sense that Austria must be regarded as the direct legitimate heir of the 
old Austro-Hungarian Empire. With regard to all other clauses in the Peace 
Treaty with Austria, dealing with economic^ military and political questions, 
they had been adequately discussed by the Technical Committees. The one 
point raised by Mr. Headiam-Morley could not be dealt with in that way, 
since it was purely political, and must be left to the Council to reconsider, if 
necessary. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley drew attention to the words in the preamble of 
the Peace Treaty with Austria stating that Austria was to be Tecognised as a 
new and independent State under the name of the Republic of Austria’. 
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M. Tittoni replied that this was only intended to imply that Austria was 
a New State insofar as her old frontiers and status had been altered. The 
question now before the Council was whether it ought to regard the old State 
of Austria as no longer existing in any form; in which case all possibility of 
reparation, or of fixing responsibilities, would absolutely disappear. 

M. PiGHON said that President Wilson had urged that Austria should be 
regarded as a new and an enemy state, and the Council of Four had adopted 
his point of view. If the Peace Treaty with Austria were to be discussed under 
this new point of view, each separate clause that it contained would have to be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. Balfour said that the discussion had departed from, the lines which 
he had originally intended for it. M. Tittoni and M. Pichon had explained 
with much fervour and eloquence that Austria must be regarded as guilty 
for the outbreak of war, and for a great deal of the suffering inflicted upon 
France and Italy; they had further shown that she could not be regarded in 
the same light as Jiigo-Slavia or Gzecho-Slovakia. He had never wished to 
dispute this, for it had always been perfectly clear to him that an absolute 
distinction existed between the Governments of Vienna and those of the 
other States, formed on the ruins of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire. He 
had wished to draw the attention of the Conference to a new problem, deserv- 
ing special consideration; the problem in question being, how the present 
Austrian Government was to be treated with regard to the Peace Treaty 
presented to it, and to the observations that it was making thereon. If 
M. Pichon and M. Tittoni thought that the Council should consider every 
problem raised by the Austrian Delegation, he had no objection to acceding 
to their wishes. He would, on the other hand, have preferred that the very 
highly qualified Committee presided over by M. Jules Gambon should have, 
in the first place, considered the Austrian replies. If the decision taken on 
the day before were upheld, he would be obliged to examine the Peace 
Treaty, and the Austrian notes upon it, word by word, in company with his 
experts. He thought that it would be unfortunate to compel members of the 
Council to concentrate their attention on these points of detail, in view of the 
enormous responsibilities that they were called upon to bear. 

M. Tittoni thanked Mr. Balfour for his explanation, and said that the 
discussion had now been limited to a mere question of procedure. The 
Committees had examined the Austrian counter-proposals, and the Council 
must now discuss their reports. Mr. Balfour proposed to save time by an 
alteration in procedure, which would turn the Co-ordinating Committee into 
a sort of delegation of the Council. If time would really be saved by this, 
he would be the first to agree to it, but he did not think that it would have 
that result. Fie thought, on the contrary, that it would introduce a new 
complication, because, whatever the Co-ordination Committee might report, 
the Council would certainly have to reconsider it. When the questions raised 
came before the Council, he would certainly reserve to himself full liberty 
of discussion, in spite of anything the Co-ordinating Committee might 
have said. 
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By adopting Mr. Balfour’s procedure, three separate discussions m^oiild 
becom.e inevitable 

(1) The Austrian counter proposals would be discussed in the technical 

Committees : 

(2) The Reports of the technical Committees would be discussed in the 

Go'-ordiiiating Committee ; 

(3) Tile Co-ordinating Committee’s Report would be discussed in the 

Council. 

But if the Goundl were first to consider the Committee’s Reports, and then 
send liack its decisions to the Co-ordinating Committee, the procedure would 
be .shortened by one set of discussions. 

M. Cambon said that he agreed with M. Tittoni when he said that a fresh 
com|)licalion would be introduced by the adoption of Mr. Balfour’s proposal. 
At the same lime M, Tittoni had not shewn all the steps through which the 
discussion oi' questions raised by the Austrian counter-proposals had to pass. 
The Co-ordinating Committee had been nominated in order to bring unity 
into the divergent questions brought before the Council by the counter- 
proposals of enemy States. The Committee thought it ought to carry its 
work through as rapidly as possible, and, for this reason, it had asked for 
assistance from the Drafting Committee on that morning. If it were decided 
that the functions of the Committee were to be fundamentally altered, it 
would be necessary for the Committee in question to refer back all questions 
previously decided to experts, and to the Drafting Committee. This would 
mean a delay of 15 days or more, which would be of no benefit to the Peace 
Conference. For this reason, it would be best to limit the functions of the 
Co-ordinating Committee in the manner laid down in the previous decision 
of the Council. Any member of the Committee, or the Committee as a whole, 
would always be in a position to draw the attention of the Council to special 
points worthy of its consideration. A short time previously the report of the 
Aeronautic Committee had been under discussion, and it had been noted 
that the report in question contained certain expressions on the subject of 
the Austrian Government, not couched in a very diplomatic form. The 
Co-ordinating Committee, however, had no intention of submitting points 
of this nature to the Council. The duty of the Committee was obviously to 
co-ordinate all the questions raised, and submit them to the Council in the 
form of a single report. 

Mr. Polk remarked that points on which the Co-ordinating Committee 
had been unanimous need not further be discussed. 

M. PiGHON said that when the Peace Treaty with Austria had been drawn 
up, all questions had been thoroughly examined by competent technical 
Committees, whose reports were to be placed before the Council of Five, who, 
after discussion, had sent the reports in question, together with their own 
decisions to the Drafting Committee. The clauses, as drawn up by the Draft- 
ing Committee, by virtue of this procedure had been re-submiLted to the 
Council, who had transmitted them to the Austrian Delegation. The 
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Austrian Delegates then made counter-proposals, which were, sent to experts, 
on whose reports decisions were made. The decisions and reports were sent 
to the Co-ordinating Committee, which re-submitted to the Council, 
M. Gambon had therefore accurately described the manner in which the 
Co-ordinating Committee was intended to work. The Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee could not be regarded as a Court of Appeal for the Technical Com- 
mittees, since the Members of the Committee were Delegates, and not 
Technical Experts. If the Council should decide that the Co-ordinating 
Committee should make decisions on the reports of the Committees, it would 
be doing no more than maldng a non-technical body decide over the heads 
of Experts. Everybody wished to make the procedure of the Council as 
rapid as possible. This would be best effected by keeping the Co-ordinating 
Committee strictly to its co-ordinating functions. Mr, Balfour’s wishes 
would be fully met by instructing the Co-ordinating Committee to draw 
special attention to points demanding consideration from the Council. 

M. Gambon said that he thought it important to adhere to the procedure 
outlined by M. Pichon. If the Co-ordinating Committee were to be called 
upon to discuss questions of principle, it would, of necessity, be obliged to call 
in experts to assist it. This would indefinitely lengthen both its own labours, 
and those of the Conference. The consequences of the alternative pro- 
posals of M. Pichon and Mr. Balfour had been very clearly exemplified by 
the questions arising out of Mr. Headlam-Morley’s letter and his own, 
Mr. Headlam-Morley had explained that, if his own letter were adopted, 
the Peace Treaty with Austria would' have to be re-modelled almost in its 
entirety, whilst, if M. Gambon’s draft reply were agreed to, no important 
changes in the Treaty would be necessary. The Conference had drawn up a 
Peace Treaty largely on the basis of reports of technical Committees. Doubt- 
less the Treaty in question was open to criticism, but it would be even more 
so if it were known that a non-technical committee had been given a power 
of decision over the reports of experts. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that he believed that it had been stated, that 
he wished to re-draft the whole Treaty wth Austria. He wished to deny 
any such wish on his part, most emphatically. It had been his privilege to be 
a member of several Committees, whose duty it was to consider questions 
arising out of the Peace Treaty with Austria and out of the Austrian counter- 
proposals. It had been his own opinion, and that of liis colleagues on the 
Committees to which he referred, that the Peace Treaty with Austria could 
not stand in its present form. This was so far accepted, that M. Laroche’s 
Committee was largely re-modelling the provisions of the Austrian Treaty. 
To give one example, the original clauses on the subject of nationalities had 
been found to be inapplicable. The Austrian objection to the original articles 
had been supported by his Italian colleagues, and by the Gzecho-Slovak 
delegates. The result was that they were now being re-drafted. This altera- 
tion in the original draft Treaty was not made in deference to the opinions of 
anybody so'- insignificant as himself, but merely because investigation had 
shown that the Treaty required recasting. In the case of the Peace Treaty 
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witli GcriiK.iiiy% the Gpuiicil of Four had closely studied all ju-obicins ::ri;iing 

(-.rtiiC Gennan counter-proposals. The procedure had now 'Os'eri aitcied, 
and the rcj)lics were being sent, in the first place, to the Go-ordikiating 
•Lii an mil lees which had, in consequence, been compelled to recognise ;sn 

in its own functions. In the case in question, the work of considcr- 
iiig counter-proposals was much more difficult. The German counter- 
proposals had raised problems referring to the cessation of a state of war. In 
the present instance, the Peace Conference was concerned with the liquida- 
tion of an entire Empire, and all observations on the problems raised involved 
a proportionately higher degree of complication. The Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee was therefore called upon to examine answers to the Austrian Delega- 
tion, not only with a view to seeing that they were coherent, but also with 
the object of relieving the Council of some of its duties. The decision arrived 
at on the previous day prevented the Committee from duly fulfilling some 
of the duties that it was called upon to perform. 

M. PiCHON said that die Co-ordinating Committee was left free to draw 
the Gouncii’s attention to certain important points, but was not allowed 
to discuss questions of principle. 

Mr. Polk then submitted a draft proposal. 

M. Tittoni then proposed a modification to the draft proposal in the sense 
that the Co-ordinating Committee should not, as a whole, draw attention to 
alterations in principle, but that its individual members should be allowed to 
do so. 

(After some further discussion, it was agreed that the Editing Committee 

■ should : — 

(1) Co-ordinate the various replies to the Austrians, making only verbal 

changes, and 

(2) Sulimit to the Supreme Council Annexes pointing out all questions 

where one or more of the representatives of the Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee thought that changes in substance should be iiiade.)^ 

2 . (At this point the Experts of the Editing Committee left the room, and 
the Naval Experts, with M. Seydoux entered.) 

Seydoux read and commented on the report contained in 
Appendix A. He further read a telegram, received from Sweden 
(see Appendix B). 

Mr. Dulles called attention to two points of practical interest ; first, as 
prompt action was necessaiy, because the Russian ports would be closed in 
about three months by ice, it was undesirable to undertake anything ^vliich 
would require prolonged negotiations with the neutral States: such as getting 
their consent to the stopping and searcliing of their ships by the Allied 
Navies. Moreover, this was not necessary, since, if they agreed not to give 
clearance papers to ships for Russian ports, any vessels found on their way 

2 This resolution is printed with verbal variation by N, Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., 
p. 7f2. The text there printed reads: Tt was agreed that the Coordinating Committee 
shall . . etc. 
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to such ports would either be without clearance papers, or would have 
falsified them. Secondly, he noticed that, among the measures suggested, 
was the establishment of censorsliip over postal and telegraphic communica- 
tions. As the United States had no agency for carrying out such a censorship, 
and no such agency could be re-established without the action of Congress : 
in asking this of the neutral States, the Allied and Associated Powers would 
be requesting them to do something which one of them would not be pre- 
pared to do. 

M. Seydoux said that he proposed that in the Note which should be sent 
to the neutral Powers, they should be asked to refuse clearance papers to 
vessels proceeding to Bolshevik Russia, passports to individuals with the 
same destination, and banking facilities for operations of trade. They should 
further be invited to exercise censorship over mails and telegrams to Russia, 
as far as it was in their power to do so. 

Mr. Polk said that Admiral Knapp had drawn attention to the desirability 
of asking neutral coun tries to exercise censorship only over their own mails and 
telegrams. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought it important that all action proposed 
under the resolution should be taken in the name of the Allied and Associated 
Powers. 

M. Seydoux then asked what measures should be taken with the Germans. 

M, PiCHON said that, in his opinion, the German Government should be 
asked to take measures similar to those that neutral countries were to be 
invited to carry out. 

M. Tittoni said that it should be pointed out to the German Government 
that the measures proposed were in its own interests. It should be invited 
to carry them out for this reason, despite the fact that the provisions of the 
Peace Treaty gave the Allied and Associated Powers no right of dictating. 

(It was decided to send a Note to the German Government and to neutral 

States in the name of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, asking : — 

(a) that clearance papers should be refused to vessels intending to proceed 

to ports in Bolshevik Russia: 

(b) that an equivalent embargo should he placed upon goods intended to 

he transmitted by land to Russian destination : 

(c) that passports should be refused to individuals desirous of travelling 

to or from Bolshevik Russia: 

(d) that Banks should he prohibited from dealing with the affairs of, or 

transacting business Mth, Bolshevik Rus,sia : 

(c) that as far as possible acceptance of mails and telegraphic com- 
munications destined for, or coming from, Bolshevik Russia should 
be refused: 

and informing them : 

(f) that the Allied and Associated Powers had the intention of putting 
into force, in their owm countries, measures similar to those that 
Neutral Governments were now invited to adopt : 
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(g) tliat sliipj. of tlie Allied Na^des, enforcing the intended embargo on the 
port;-) f.f Bolshevik Russia, would act under the autlioiity of the 
Allied anf! Associated (Aoveriiments.) 

3. fllie re.^oliilioji sulnnitted to the Supreme Council by the British Delegation 
I [Appendix] C) was adopted. 

and Vorarlhag 

4. i\l. PiGHON circulated a telegram on the situation in Silesia (see Annex 

[Appcndivj D). 

Silesia ilii. I'oiK drew the attention of the Council to a further telegram 

]'err--i\-cd hoin the United States’ Minister at Warsaw (see Annex 
[Appemlixl . 

General Weygand read a telegram that he had drafted for communication 
to General Dupont (see Annex [Appendix] F), and stated that he wished to 
make cert^fiii remarks upon it. In the first place he desired to draw the attention 
of die Gouncii to the fact that the negotiations, which it was intended that 
General Dupont should open, would not compel the German Government 
in any way. General Dupont was only President of the Armistice Commis- 
sion at Berlin, and could only deal with the German President of the Armistice 
Commission. The German Minister for Foreign Affairs had begun to bring 
the German Armistice Commission under his own orders. It was therefore 
evident that the German Government would have opportunities for delay 
in considering General Dupont’s proposals, and would be able to gain time 
by its procrastinations; it might, therefore, carry out severe measures of 
repression against the Poles in the meantime. He asked whether a more 
speedy method of communication to the German Government could not be 
devised. The telegrams communicated to the Gouncii showed that they were 
faced with an insurrection in Silesia. T’hey were, therefore, called upon, not 
to maintain order in that country but to restore it. The Military Representa- 
tive [s] of the Supreme War Council at Versailles had decided, previously, 
that one division would be sufficient for maintaining order in Silesia; but this 
decision had been based on the supposition that the country in question 
would be ill a state of tranquillity. One division would certainly not suffice 
to maintain order in a populous district of 360,000 inhabitants, in a state of 
insurrection. The original figure must therefore be revised, and he reminded 
the Gouncii that one inter-allied division had been raised with difficulty. 
Allied troops in Silesia must obviously be supported by some Government, 
and the only Government which would give them the support required, was 
the Government at Berlin. In order to avoid placing the troops under the 
orders of the German Government, he had proposed to send the Allied Fligh 
Commission to Upper Silesia, in anticipation of the actual provisions of the 
Peace Treaty. The difficulties of maintaining troops in such a country were 
very great. He proposed, by way of lessening them, to ask the German 
Government to anticipate the provisions of the Treaty, only with regard to 
the disturbed parts of Upper Silesia. The area in question was not great, 
and consisted only of one-third of the entire plebiscite district. 


439 



Mr. Balfour said that whilst Great Britain had no diplomatic representa- 
tive at Berlin, he did not know that this was the case of the other Allied 

Powers. 

M. Tittoni answered that the Italians were represented in Berlin by a 
Civil Commissioner, who would not, however, have any diplomatic attribu- 
tions until the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

General Weygand said that he proposed that the Germans should be 
dealt with through their Delegation at Versailles. He had negotiated with 
the German representatives, and had found them fairly reasonable, more 
particularly Von Lersner. 

M. PicHON said that it would be necessary to hand a written note to the 
German representatives. 

M. Berthelot said that it was, on the whole, better to negotiate by means 
of written communications in such cases. Notes were clearer and more con- 
cise than conversations. He pointed out, however, that Von Lersner could 
only be used as a medium of transmission. 

M, PiGHON dien said that he thought it might, after all, be better to deal 
with the Germans through General Dupont. 

General Weygand said that General Dupont could exercise no coercion 
upon the German Government, and negotiations througli him would be 
lengthy. He gave, as an example, the length of time necessary to obtain 
Von der Goltz’ recall. 

M. PicHON remarked that if it were true that the German Government had 
promoted the strikes in Upper Silesia, they would obviously show no energy 
in re-establishing order there. 

Mr. Balfour said that General Weygand had not referred to a suggestion 
of the previous day, which was, that Germany should be threatened with the 
loss of the coal from Silesian coal-fields. If the Government at Berlin could 
be shown to have stirred up strife, the Allied Governments would be justified 
in exerting all their efforts to prevent the export of coal to Germany, until 
the requirements of other Allies had been satisfied. Such a measure would 
be equitable, and possibly effective. 

M. Tittoni said that the information submitted to the Council at its 
present meeting, and on the previous day, had differed in one point. The 
Council had first been informed that the German Government had incited 
revolution in Silesia. They were now told that it had provoked insurrections 
against itself. The Allies should be careful not to allow the German Govern- 
ment the right of conducting repressive measures in the name of the Council. 

Mr. Balfour agreed with M. Tittoni. 

General i^^EYGAND said that the Polish Delegation had drawn attention 
to the same point. 

Mr. Balfour proposed that the Reparation Commission which was now 
in direct touch with the German Delegation at Versailles, had opened [sic] 
negotiations with the Government at Berlin. He asked whether it would not 
be possible to employ Mr. Hoover. He enjoyed a special position which gave 
him the right to go anywhere in Central Europe. Mr. Hoover, though not 


440 



an accredited diplomatic officer of any of the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, or of the American Delegation, was certainly capable of acting in the 
name of the Council. Would it not be possible to ask him to go and inter- 
view the Government at Berlin, and to advise the Council on the result of his 

convei-satioii? 

Mr. Polk rema.rked that Mr. Hoover was now on his way back from 
Warsaw, and could not be stopped. 

M. PiGHON suggested that M. Loucheur should be asked to attend the 
meeting of the Council on the followdng day. 

Mr. Polk said that, in consequence of the strike in Upper Silesia, all train 
services in Austria were to be stopped. The train from Vienna had been 
held up on the night before. 

M. Berthelot remarked that information from Polish sources was often 
exaggerated, and suggested that a delay of 24 hours would not spoil the 
decision of the Council. 

M. PrcHON suggested that Paragraph (r) of General Weygand’s draft 
telegram should be omitted. He further suggested that General Dupont 
should be asked to give the Council an accurate report of the situation of 
affairs in Germany, and that he should suggest what measures he thought the 
Goiiiicil might suitably take. 

M. Tittoni suggested that General Dupont should give what information 
he could as to the action that the German Government proposed to take. 

General Weygand said that General Dupont might be informed, purely 
for his own information, that the Allied and Associated Governments were 
considering the possibility of anticipating certain provisions in the Peace 
Treaty with Germany. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it would be wise to inform General Dupont 
of all the measures that the Council had proposed to take, and to draw his 
attention to the dangers that it foresaw from allowdng German intervention. 

M. PiCHON said that he thought it w'ould be wise to do so; providing that 
information of this sort was purely for General Dupont’s personal guidance. 

M. Tittoni asked whether General Dupont could be asked to consult with 
the local strike leaders in the affected districts in Silesia, and whether he 
could get information from them as to the possibility of a resumption of 
regular work. 

Mr. Balfour asked Mr. Polk to communicate with Mr. Hoover. 

(It was decided : — 

(a) that General Weygand should re-draft a telegram to General Dupont, 

incorporating the wishes of the Council, as expressed in the previous 
discussion: 

(b) that M. Loucheur and Mr. Hoover should attend at the Council after 

their return.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August IQ, igiQ. 
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Appendix A to No. 37 
Document i 

Mo, s6§. Commercial liC M. ,^60. 

Mote regarding the Measures to be taken to prevent goods reaching Bolshevik Russia 

A meeting of allied naval representatives was held on August 12th to consider 
the problem of carrying out joint measures which should be equivalen t to a block- 
ade of Russian Bolshevik ports. The memorandum, of which copy is enclosed 
herein, was agreed upon and was submitted this morning to a joint meeting of the 
allied naval representatives and the Eastern Blockade Committee. 

2, The Eastern Blockade Committee approved at this meeting the proposals 
drawn up by the naval experts, and agreed upon the following resolutions for 
submission to the Council of Five : — 

(1) The Committee consider it necessary that it should be decided in the first 

place precisely what measures each of the allied and associated Govern- 
ments can themselves take to prevent their nationals from resuming 
commercial relations with Bolshevik Russia through ports in the Baltic, 
North Sea, or the Black Sea. 

(2) These measures should consist, in so far as po.ssible, in (a) the enforcement 

as regards goods destined for Bolshevik Russia of an embargo (or some 
equivalent measure) on exports and at frontier stations; (b) instructions 
to the postal authorities not to transmit wireless or other telegrams to or 
from Bolshevik Russia; (c) instructions to the postal authorities to refuse 
to transmit postal correspondence to or from Bolshevik Russia ; (d) refusal 
of passports; (e) imposition on banks of a prohibition against transactions 
with Bolshevik Russia. 

(3) The neutral Governments should be recjuested to take, in conformity with 

the measures taken by the Associated Governments, steps similar to those 
indicated above; and similar measures should also be taken by the 
German Government. 

(4) The measures set out above should be indicated in a joint note to be pre- 

sented to the neutral Governments by the allied and associated Govern- 
ments, on the lines proposed by President Wilson. 

(5) As soon as an arrangement in the above sense has been concluded with the 

neutral Governments, instructions should be sent to the naval forces of the 
allied and associated Governments in the sense indicated in paragraphs 3 
and 4 of the memorandum drawn up by the naval advisers. 

British Delegation^ Paris. 

August 13, igig. 

Document 2 

Minutes of a Meeting of Allied Maval Representatives held at the Mlinistry of Marine 
at 2.30 pjn,, i2th August igig, to consider the Problem of carrying out, cofijointly. 
measures which should be equivalent to a Blockade of Russian Baltic Ports 

I . The naval advisers have not been informed that a state of war exists between 
the allied and associated Powers and Bolshevist Russia. 
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2. Shoit oi’a blockade, a belligerent measure, the naval advisers do not know 
;ii>y itit a,-,ure that the ships of the allied and associated Powers can exert to 
pi'fvciii irrtdc with Russia, unless 

.\u nad'crstandiiig be arrived at betw-een the allied and associated Powers on 
the oof' hand and iiciitrals on the other, whereby a general embargo is proclaimed 
i.n n-spcrt of Dolslicvist Russian ports, and the ships of the allied and associated 
Powers be auiliorised to enforce it. If such a measure is taken slrip.? and their 
oatgoos will not he captured, but they will be informed that they cannot enter a 
Russian port and that they will have no claim for any damages resulting from 
such action. 

4, if tlie rnen-ofwvar of the allied and associated Powers are reciuired to cany 
out the measures set forth in paragraph 3 above, it is necessary that their role 
should be dc-nned by the allied and associated Governments. The said Govern- 
ments vriJ] also have to emphasize that a ship of an allied or associated Power is 
representing the allied and associated Powers as a whole. 


Appendix B to No. 37 

Je regois de FAttache Naval a Stockholm le telegramme suivant en date du 
15 aout arrive a Paris le 17 aout a 21 heures. 

Commencement citation; Vapeiir suedois ‘Aron’ qui complete son chargement 
dans le port partira incessamment Petrograd avec marchandises. Affaire est men^e 
par Banques Ashberg Rosch Hort. 

Marchandises seront payees en or et en peaux. Gapitaine suedois declare que 
tromper vigilance des bateaux avisos qui croisent devant Gronstadt est un jeu 
d’enfant. Fin citation. 

Je crois devoir attirer votre attention sur ce telegramme qui pourrait etre 
utilement porte k la connaissance du Gonseil Supreme des Allies an moment 
oh ce Gonseil va etre appele a discuter le rapport etabli par le Gomite de Blocus 
le 13 aout courant. 


Appendix G to No. 37 

M. 4 ^ 1 .] Resolution for Submission to the Supreme Council 

That the Central Committee on territorial questions in Europe be instructed to 
consider the question of Liechtenstein and of Vorarlberg, and the desirability of 
acceding to the requests which have been made that Vorarlberg should be per- 
mitted to join the Swiss Federation, and that the Committee be also instructed to 
consider the question whether it is desirable to insert in the Treaty with Austria 
a clause to the effect that the international status of Austria and the frontiers as 
defined in the Treaty shall not be altered without the consent, whether of the Five 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers or of the League of Nations. 

British Delegation, 

August ig, igig. 
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Appendix D to No. 37 
Telegramme du General Henrys, Varsovie 

ig aoiit^ 1919. 

I heure ^5. 

Le mouvement greviste en Haute-Silesie a degenere en insurrection armee. II a 
son origine non dans la situation economique mais dans la situation politique: 
mecontentement de la population, vexations et provocations continuelles infligees 
par les Autorites allemandes, lassitude d’attendre Fintervention de FEntente depuis 
si longtemps promise. 

Les ouvriers insurges se sont empares de Kattsurtz [Kattowitz]^ Pless, Boujakow, 
Jedlin, Gichow [j-fc] et ont desarme les troupes allemandes de la Grenzschutz. 
Les mouvements par voie ferree sont arretes; la situation est grave. 

Le Gouvernement Polonais, qui a reitere ses ordres pour cju’aucune de ses troupes 
ne franchisse la frontiere, insiste pour Fenvoi des troupes de FEntente en Sildsie. 

Get envoi pouvant exiger un certain delai, je pi'opose que pour arreter la 
propagation des troubles et pour eviter Fintervention des troupes allemandes qui 
aggraverait la situation, les disposition [s] suivantes soient prises a titre transitoire : 
pr^lever sur Farm^e Haller un detachement d’occupation ayant a sa t^te un 
general fran9ais et compose d’unites commandoes par des officiers frangais. Le 
Gouvernement Polonais est favorable a cette solution. 

Si eile etait adoptee, il y aurait lieu d’inviter le Gouvernement allemand ^ 
s’abstenir de tout retour offensif et a donner des ordres pour que ses fonctionnaires 
restant dans le pays s’inclinent devant FAutoritd des Officiers Fran^ais. 

Appendix E to No. 37 

WARSAW. Misc. 1797. 

Reed. 5 p.m. Aug. iS, 1919. 

Ammission, Paris. 

For Polk. Minister Foreign Affairs states two small German detachments 
attacked Polish lines southeastern part Upper Silesia early this morning. They 
were thrown back, but the fact that local population rose against them and took 
over two villages on German side arouses anxiety lest revolt spread and affect 
Karwin coal region. Not certain therefore that Paris train will be able to leave 
tonight, will furnish further details later. This is not an unexpected crisis. The 
situation has been logically developing for a long period during which Paris has 
been urged to lay dowm the law"^ definitely to the Germans that they must abide l^y 
terms of treaty, or be punished. The population has been dangerous exhorted [sic] 
for some time. The Polish Government has throughout recognised the danger 
from a Polish point of view of disorders and has sought by any means it could 
command, or that we could suggest, to keep the population C|uiet. While any 
action at this time comes very late, I feel that we ought to neglect no possible 
remedy. It seems to Barber'^ and me that Goodyear and Logan, or some other 
officer chosen by you should leave at once for Kattowitz, and fulT powers be 
arranged from Paris to deal with emergency as seems best.^. . . 

Gibson, American Minister 

Colonel Barber was Chief of Distribution in the American Relief Administration. 

s Punctuation as in original of this appendix. 


Appendix F to No. 37 
Telegramme Chijfre. Projet 

G( kn Chef des Armees Alliees. 

; '1 a t~ A 1 vtj'or CJ T*! irral 
.seciion. 

Lf' MarckJial iaoch, Commandant en Chef les Armees Alliees, 
a General Nudant, President G.I.P.A. Cologne, 
a General Dupont, Chief Mission Militaire Frangaise, Berlin. 

Le Gonseil Supreme des Allies est informe que le mouvement greviste, signale 
c.n Haute Silesie, a degenere en insurrection armee, cjue les ouviders insurges se sont 
ernpares de Kano\’itz, Pless, Boujakow, Jedlin, Cichow, apres avoir desarme 
troupes aile.rnandcs de Grenzschutz ; que le travail dans les mines est completement 
arrete, ain.si rpie les mouvements par voie ferree. Cette insurrection semble avoir 
cHc fauentco jjar les Allemands qui, de ieur cote, arretent et fusillent des Polonais 
qu’ils accuscnt de favoriser un mouvement spartaldste. L’Europe Gentraie toute 
enticre depend de cette region pour le charbon, et il est necessaire que Tordre y 
soit retabli et que le travail dans les mines soit repris, sous peine des plus graves 
complications dans tous les pays qui en sont tributaires. 

Le Goiivernement polonais, comme les representants allies en Pologne, ne voient 
d’autre moyen d’y arriver que I’occupation immediate, par les troupes alliees, de 
ces regions troublees. 

Mais aucune clause de I’armistice ne justifie cette occupation immediate que 
seule la mise en vigueur du Traite de paix autoriserait. 

Je vous prie d’entrer immediatement en relations avec Gouvernement allemand 
pour iui faire entendre : 

a) que ces erneutes, c[ui vont priver de charbon tous les etats voisins, out une 
portee qui depasse de beaucoup la region oil elies se produisent, et qu’en P6tat 
actuei de la cpiestioii du charbon en Europe, le Conseil Supreme des Allies ne peut 
s’en desinteresser. 

3) que d’autre part le Conseil Suprerqe est en droit d’exiger le maintien de 
Fordre dans une region qui, par suite de Fexecution du traite de Paix avec FAlle- 
magne, doit etre prochainement soumise au plebiscite. 

r) que le Gonseil Supreme, ne mettant pas en doute les intentions du Gouverne- 
ment allemand, est fonde a crone que si le travail n’a pas repris et si Fordre n’a pas 
ete retabli, e’est que le Gouvernement allemand ne dispose pas de moyens suffisants 
pour le faire. 

(/) que dans ces conditions il envisage la possibilite d’anticiper, d’accord avec 
gouvernement allemand, sur la lettre du Traite, et d’en appliquer immediatement 
Fesprit en mettant en vigueur de suite les dispositions du paragraphe 2 de Fannexe 
jointe a i’article 88 du traite de paix, dispositions qui sont les suivantes: La zone 
du plebiscite sera immediatement placee sous Fautorite d’une commission Inter- 
nationale de quatre membres designes par les Etats Unis, la France, FEmpire 
britannicjue et ITtalie. Elle sera occupee par les troupes des Puissances Alliees et 
associck^s. Le Gouvernement allemand s’engage A fkeiliter le transport de ces 
troupes en Haute Silesie. 

La Commission Internationale ci-dessus visee jouirait de tous les pouvoirs 
definis au pai’agraphe 3 de la dite annexe. 
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No. 38 


H. D. 34 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoids Room at the Quai dHrsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 
August 20, igig, at g.go p.m. 

.Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. The Rt. Plon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de St. Qiientin. 
Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Captain 
E. Abraham. Fiwice: Captain A. Portier. Italy: Lt.-Colonel Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Demolon. 


I . Mr. Balfour said that he had received a telegram from the British tiigh 
Commissioner in Constantinople, asking whether, in view 
Machmentf Turkish appointment of a Greek Colonel as a consultative 

qf Enquiry at Smyrna «iember of the Commission of Enquiry at Smyrna, an 
Ottoman Colonel might be admitted on the same footing. 
Mr. Balfour asked whether he was authorised by the Council to reply in the 
affirmative. 


(It was agreed that in view of the resolution taken on August 14th 
(h. D. 31h Minute 3) Mr. Balfour should reply that similar facilities to 
those afforded to the Greek representative should be granted to the 
Turkish representative on the Commission of Enquiry at Smyrna.) 


2. Mr. Balfour said that the position in the Baltic States was very surpris- 
. ing. He had prepared a summary of the reports received from 

Baltic^States ^ thought it might be of interest to the Council to 

have this report read. 

The following Report was then read : — 

‘On August 14 th after negotiations in which the French, British and 
American representatives appear to have taken a prominent part, a North- 
Western Government for the provinces of Pskoff, Novgorod, and Petrograd 
was formed. The Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs is 
•Lianosov and General Yudenitch is Minister of War and Gommander-in- 
Gliief. General Rodzianko as acting Commander of the North-Western 
Army accepted this Government. 

‘The Government proclaimed its intention of convoking a Congress of 
Representatives of the people in order to base itself on democratic prin- 
ciples. It was decided to establish the Headquarters of the Government at 
Reval, the reason being that the majority of its members feared that if they 
went to Pskoff their lives would be in danger from Balahovich, the former 
Commander of the Russian North-Western Corps, who might attempt a 
coup d'etat. 

y--No. 35. - ^ ■ ■ 
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The Government, which proclaimed itself as group acting as an 
independent government in the North-Western provinces as part of a 
united Russia” proceeded to make a declaration of which the following 
were the principal points 

(a) that they assumed complete responsibility for deciding all provincial 
c|uestions ; 

(/;) that they requested financial assistance as well as stores and equip- 
ment from the Allied and Associated Governments; 

(c) that they requested the immediate help of the Esthonian Govern- 

ment with armed forces to liberate Petrograd as well as the rest 
of the Petrograd, Pskoff and Novgorod Governments from the 
Bolsheviks ; 

(d) that they requested the French, British and American representa- 

tives to obtain from their Governments the recognition of com- 
plete Esthonian independence; 

(e) that they proposed to open negotiations with the Esthonian Govern- 

ment at once in order to obtain an outlet to the sea through 
Esthonian ports and to regulate commercial relations between 
the two countries; 

(/) that they were informing the Supreme Russian Government of 
Kolchak of the decisions taken by them and were confident that 
he would appreciate the necessities of the situation. 

‘As soon as this declaration was issued, the French, British and American 
representatives at Reval together presented to the Esthonian Govern- 
ment a note from General Gough urging co-operation with the Russian 
North-Western Government and stating that the Esthonian claim to com- 
plete independence would be represented to the Allied and Associated 
Governments. 

‘The Esthonian Government have returned a formal reply, to the effect 
that they are unable to co-operate with the Russians as requested until the 
Allies recognise full Esthonian independence. 

‘General Gough reports that unless this is given at once the collapse of 
the Russian Army may be expected and it will be impossible to control the 
situation. He also considers that the new Government should receive 
immediate support." 

M. Berthelot said that the French Government had received similar 
information. The Esthonian Government did not merely require recognition 
as an independent Government, but also material assistance in arms and 
money — the financial aid amounting to 600 millions of francs. 

M. Tittoni said that he had read in a newspaper that General Balahovich 
together with the Bolshevik force which he commanded, had gone over to 
the Esthonians and had proceeded to Pskoff. This appeared to corroborate 
the information received by Mr. Balfour. 

M. Berthelot said that this General had always played an ambiguous 
part. He could not be seriously trusted by any side, 
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Mr. Polk askg^d from what source Mr. Balfour had received his news. 

Mr. Balfour said he had received his information on the previous day, 
after the meeting. 

M. PiGHON said that he had also received similar news on the previous 
evening. 

Mr. Balfour said that the most noticeable feature of the news was that 
the French, British and American representatives seemed for the last week 
to have been engaged in fostering a coup d^etat without consulting with their 
own Governments, 

Mr. Polk said that there was no American representative in the Baltic 
authorised to act on behalf of the American Government. There was an 
American General associated with General Gough, and also an officer 
employed on relief work. The General had lately been telegraphed to, that 
he must take no part in local politics. The Allied Missions in the Baltic 
were composed of representatives who acted independently. They were not 
subject to the orders of General Gough. 

M. PiGHON said that he thought the Conference had placed General 
Gough in command of the Allied representatives. 

Mr. Polk observed that although General Gough was the senior officer, 
he was not in command. 

M. Tittoni said that the Allied representatives might have argued that 
as the Conference had recognised Admiral Koltchak in order that he might 
fight the Bolsheviks, they were justified in recognising any other Russian 
organization with a similar purpose. 

M. PiGHON suggested that Mr. Balfour should ask General Gough to send 
supplementary information. 

Mr. Balfour observed that General Gough had discreetly gone on leave. 
The really practical difficulty was that the Esthonians were, in a manner, 
putting a pistol at the Head of the Council. If they came to terms with the 
Bolshevists, there was no further hope of fighting Bolshevism in that area. 
They were threatening to do so. In other words, they were attempting 
methods of blackmail in order to be recognised and assisted with money 
and arms. General Gough informed the Council that failing recognition of 
the Esthonian Government, disaster would inevitably overtake the Noith- 
Western Russian Armies. 

M. Berthelot pointed out that the Esthonians had been employing the 
same tactics for the last six months. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought the Council could do very little. He 
would enquire, however, what the British Government proposed to do 
regarding General Gough. 

M. Tittoni said that Admiral Koltchak might be asked whether he 
would recognise the independence of Esthonia. He had already been 
asked to recognise its autonomy. With this the Esthonians were not 
satisfied. 

M. Berthelot said that Admiral Koltchak would never recognise the 
independence of Esthonia. Admiral Koltchak had, hitherto, refused to 

448 



recognise the independence of Finland. In any case, the Baltic provinces 
were necessary to Russia as an outlet to the sea. 

Mr. Balfour observed that the second item on the Agenda/ iiamelyj 
‘Allied Policy in the Baltic StatesS was connected with the topic under discus- 
sion. He had prepared on this subject a proposal which he begged to submit 
to the Council:- — 

‘The Baltic Commission are requested to submit to the Council a 
declaration of Allied and Associated policy with regard to the inter- 
national position of the Baltic States, in the place of the draft declaration 
considered, but not accepted, by the Council on July 26th.‘^ 

‘This declaration should be framed in strict accordance with the relevant 
portion of the letter addressed by the Conference to Admiral Koltchak on 
May 27,“ which, unless and until other arrangements are made, must 
be regarded as the governing document in ail their transactions. The 
declaration should therefore provide in the first place that, unless an agree- 
ment is speedily reached between these States and Russia, a settlement will 
be made by the Allied and Associated Powers, in consultation and co- 
operation with the League of Nations; and, in the second place that pending 
such settlement these States shall be recognised as autonomous, and 
fully competent to enter into relationship with the Allied and Associated 
Governments.’ 

M. Berthelot observed that every time the autonomy of the Baltic States 
was mentioned, these States were exasperated, as they continually asked, for 
independence. He thought it was desirable to try and find a slightly different 
formula. 

Mr. Balfour said that the expressions used had been borrowed almost 
textually from the letter addressed by the Conference to Admiral Koltchak. 

Mr, Polk said he understood the draft to be an instruction to the Baltic 
Commission. 

Mr. Balfour said that this was so. The Baltic Commission was inclined 
to recognise the independence of the Baltic States. It did not keep in mind 
the larger policy of the Conference. He thought this draft would remind 
them of the wider aspect of the question. 

Mr. Polk said that provided the Baltic Commission was being asked 
merely to submit a resolution for discussion by the Council, he would agree. 
Mr. Balfour said this was all that was proposed^ 

(The draft mstruction above quoted was then adopted.) 

3. General Weygand explained the Report on the evacuation of Latvia by 

,, .. rr . • Germans, prepared by Marshal Foch (Appendix A). 

Lvacuniion of Latvia rj t j M ... Li ^ t ' 

by the Germans Observed that the note was prepared exclusively from 

a military point of view. As regards General von der Go! tz, 
the German Government had replied that they could not admit the right of 
the Conference to demand the recall of the General. Nevertheless, there was 
2 See No. 19, minute 8. 
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news that he was at Mitau, on his way to Berlin. It was not yet clear whether 
he had been recalled or whether he was on his way to consult the German 
Government. As to the evacuation of the German troops by sea, he thought 
the German allegations were wrong. The operation was really possible and 
could only be settled locally by General Gough. As to evacuation by land, 
the German reasons were equally bad. The British, as far as he knew, had 
never promised to furnish engines. This question also could be settled 
locally. As to removal of material by the Germans, the Allied and Associated 
Powers had authority under the Armistice to forbid it. The conclusion was 
that of the five things asked for, only one, namely, the stoppage of reinforce- 
ments, had been agreed to by the German Government, although the Poles 
said that the agreement was not being fulfilled. As to the recall of General 
von der Goltz, the situation was not clear. As regards the remaining three, 
the Allies had a right to enforce their demands and General Gough was in a 
position to obtain satisfaction. 

Mr, Balfour asked whether the Allies had any right to make one parti- 
cular German evacuate Latvia before any other. 

General Weygand admitted that the Allies had no right to make a 
special case. However, General von der Goltz was undoubtedly the source 
of all the trouble, and he was every now and then disavowed by the German 
Government. In any case, the interpretation of his movements was not 
clear, and the matter remained in suspense. 

M. PiGHON said that according to the French representative at Helsingfors, 
General von der Goltz had certainly gone to Berlin. 

(The conclusions of Marshal Foch’s Note (Appendix A) were adopted and 
it was decided that General Gough should be asked by Marshal Foch to 
obtain the execution of the demands contained therein, with the exception 
of the recall of General von der Goltz, pending further information 
regarding that officer.) 

4. M. PicHON said that he had obtained confirmation of the news com- 
municated on the previous day regarding Silesia. He caused to be 
^ report of a speech by Chancellor Bauer before the German 
National Assembly. (See Appendix B.) In addition to the Ger- 
man version, he had received from M. Zamoiski^ the Polish version. (See 
Appendix G.) M, Zamoiski was of the opinion that unless the Allies inter- 
vened with troops, the situation would go from bad to worse. M. Pichon had 
told him that intervention in German territory was a very serious step, and 
that the Council had asked for further information. He had also told him 
that the Germans were to be informed that unless they could control the 
situation it might be necessary to intervene. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had received a telegram from Sir Percy Wynd- 
ham, of which the following was the most significant passage : — ■ 

‘Polish Foreign Office informed me this morning position considered 
very serious, and Government is afraid German regular army will invade 
Polish Minister at Paris and a member of the Polish Delegation to the Peace Conference. 
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Poland, and time has come when it will be impossible to resist the popular 
demand for intervention by Polish troops- Immediate outbreaks expected 
ill Warsaw if this is not done. Deputation, from Upper Silesia has arrived 
at Warsaw to bring pressure on Polish Government to above effect. 
Matters appear to be serious, and situation would be eased if Polish 
Government could be informed that the Allied Powers are bringing pres- 
sure to bear on German authorities.’ 

He proposed, subject to the approval of the Council, to send the following 

reply : — 

‘Evideritiy Germans have both the right and the duty of maintaining 
order in Upper Silesia until Treaty is ratified. In these circumstances the 
Poles would be breaking the Treaty if they send troops into the disturbed 
area except on German invitation. 

‘We shall endeavour without delay to send Allied representatives to the 
disturbed area, who will report to the Council, and may be able to act as a 
moderating influence on the spot. 

Tf we can by negotiation hasten the date at which the Inter-Allied 
Commission take charge of the plebiscite area, we will do so. 

‘The interest both of Poland and of all Central Europe urgently requires 
that work should at once be resumed in the mines; that order should be 
maintained ; and that the Polish population should be patient during the 
very few weeks which still separate them from the date of the German 
evacuation. 

‘You should inform your Allied colleagues of this telegram, which has 
been sent after discussion at Supreme Council.’ 

This reply contained two practical proposals. The first to send representa- 
tives to Upper Silesia. Representatives of the Coal Commission were already 
being sent. It might be possible to attach a civilian mission not specifically 
concerned with coal. The second was that the Conference would attempt 
to negotiate with Germany, in order to hasten the date at which the Allied 
Commissioners should take charge of the plebiscite zone. In this connection 
it might be remembered that the German Government had forwarded a 
demand from the inhabitants of Danzig that the date of the separation of the 
town from the German State should be hastened. If the Germans favoured 
this in Danzig, they might be willing to show a similar spirit in regard to 
Upper Silesia. (The German note referred to was Note No. 5 of the i6th 
August. W. G. P. 1246.) 

M. PiGHON said that he sympathised with the proposals suggested by 
Mr. Balfour, but he must point out that it would be meeting the desires 
of the Poles. It would appear that the Polish workmen had brought about 
the strikes in Upper Silesia, with the purpose of rendering Allied interven- 
tion necessary. 

Mr. Polk said that he had learnt from Mr. Hoover that he was conducting 
negotiations with the German Government regarding the coal supply. It 
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might be possible to take advantage of this to ask Mn Hoover to bring the 
situation of the Silesian coalfields to the notice of the German Govern- 
meiit. 

(It was agreed that the Coal Commission might urge the German Govern- 
merit to agree to an early holding of the plebiscite in Upper Silesia as a 
means of improving the coal supply for the coming winter. 

It was further agreed that Mr. Balfour should send the telegram to Sir 
Percy Wyndliam above quoted. The telegram drafted by General Wey- 
gand and sent to General Dupont in accordance with the decision of the 
previous day (h. d. 33,4 Minute 4) was approved.) (See Appendix D.) 

5. General Belin explained the revised Naval, Military and Air Glauses 
prepared by the Military Representatives at Versailles. 
Mditary, Naval and Appendix E.s) He Stated that the only matter on 

A/ Clamesfo} insu- there was no definite conclusion was the number of 

tion m the Irealy oj , n i ■. i 

Peace ivith Hungary Hungary was to be allov»^ed to keep under arms. The 
Military Representatives had attempted to act in accordance 
with the instructions of the Council, given on the 8th August, 1919. (See 
H. D. 27, Min. 10.) Various figures had been suggested, the two extreme 
figures being 45,000 and 1 8,000 men. The Military Representatives had 
suggested 35,000 as a compromise, and this was the only matter in which the 
clauses now proposed differed from the clauses inserted in the Treaty with 
Austria. 

M. PiCHON said that on the matter of the number of men to be kept under 
arms in Hungary, he must reserve his decision pending the return of 
M. Giemenceau. With this exception he was prepared to accept the clauses 
drafted by the Military Representatives. 

(Subject to the French reservation regarding the number of men to he 
maintained under arms in Hungary, the Articles proposed by the Military 
Representatives at Versailles (see Appendix E®) were accepted.) 

4 No. 37. 

5 Not printed. This appendix contained 48 articles and five tables which constituted the 
draft for Parts V (articles 102-43) and XI (articles 260-7) of the Treaty of Trianon (Treaty 
Series, igao, No. 10. Cmd. 896). Apart from minor drafting variation this draft was 
the same as the final text except : 

(i) Article 107 of the Treaty of Trianon: the second sentence of the first paragraph was 

not included in the draft (article 6). 

(ii) Article 115 : the second sentence of the first paragraph and the second paragraph 

were not included in the draft (article 14). 

(iii) Article 120: the second paragraph of the draft (article 18), corresponding to the 

second and third paragraphs of the final text, read as follows : ‘All the monitors, 
torpedo boats and armed vessels of the Danube Flotilla will be surrendered to the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers. Hungary will, however, be allowed 
to maintain for .the Danube River Police Service patrol launches, which Vvrill 
be selected by the Commission provided by Article 43 [138] of the present 
Treaty.’ ■ . 

(iv) Article 122; the third paragraph was not included in the draft (article 20). 
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6. The Council had before them draft replies to the German Delegation, 
prepared by the Committee for the Organization of the 
Replies to the Reparations Commission, regarding: — 

German Deleiiation . . , j i. 

[a) Calculation of damages in the territories devastated by 

the war. 

[b) Restitution of topograpliical plans of the mines of Gostoplatz„ 

(The proposed replies (see Appendices F and Q^) were accepted.) 


7 - 

D.,:.„JofSerl,o-ao.t- [Not printed] ^ 

Slovene 'Delegation to be 
heard on the subject of the 
financial and reparcUions 
clauses in the Treaty of 
Peace with Bulgaria 

^ Appendix G is not printed. It contained a draft note from M. Clemenceau to Baron 
von Lersner informing him that at its session on August 12, 1919, the Committee for the 
Organization of the Reparations Commission had examined a request from the Yugoslav 
Delegation that a search be instituted for the topographical plans of a coal-mine at Gosto- 
platz in the Pojarevatz district of Yugoslavia. The Yugoslav note, dated April 8, 1919 (also 
included in the appendix), stated that at the time of writing the x^lans were in the possession 
of the German Lieutenants Winter and Kramer, attached to the company of sappers who 
had exploited the mine during their occupation. The draft to Baron von Lersner concluded ; 
‘The Committee requests you to kindly make the necessary investigations immediately and 
inform them of the result.’ 

’ In opening the discussion on this item ‘M. Pichon said that on the previous day he 
and Mr. Polk had had a conversation regarding the demand of the Serbo-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation to be heard on the subject of the reparations due from Bulgaria. They had both 
agreed that it was desirable to accede to their I'equest.’ This request was made in a letter 
dated August 17, 1919, fi*om M. Pachitch to M. Pichon enclosing an aide-memoire headed 
‘Reserve de la Delegation du Royaume des Serbes, Croates, et Slovenes sur le projet du 
Traite de Paix avec la Bulgarie’ (Appendix H in original). This aide-mMoire, after pro- 
testing against the alleged neglect of Serbian interests in the armistice with Bulgaria and the 
inadequate satisfaction accorded in the draft treaty of peace to Serbian territorial claims 
against Bulgaria, proceeded to reiterate the main objections of the Yugoslav Delegation to 
the draft economic and financial clauses (see No- 31, minute 5). In the concluding para- 
graph of the aide-memoire it was stated : ‘En dehors de ces dispositions speciales, I’execution du 
Traite avec la Bulgarie doit etre garantie par des moyens appropries, par les memes prevus 
par [pour] FAllemagne, ce qui demande une occupation temporaire du territoire 
bulgare.’ 

In the ensuing discussion Signor Tittoni and Mr. Balfour expressed their sympathy with 
the desire of M. Pichon and Mr. Polk to grant the Yugoslav request for a hearing but thought 
that in granting it it would be difficult to avoid creating a precedent which would be in- 
voked by other powers wishing to restate arguments that had previously been considered 
by the Conference, but not to the satisfaction of their proponents. This view was supported 
by Colonel Peel, who entered the meeting. Colonel Peel went on to say that ‘he quite 
agreed that the Serbians had suffered extreme hardship [M. Berthelot had previously 
stressed the great loss of Serbian cattle], but it was not the Serbians who were presenting 
this claim, but the Serbo-Groat-Slovene State. Two-thirds of this new state had been our 
enemies in the war,- and x^robably contained quantities of cattle, some of them looted from 
the Allied countries. What the Serbo-Ci’oat-Slovene Delegation wanted was far more 
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8. Mr, Polk said that he had received the following telegram: — 

‘In the Sessions of August i8, the Commission heard Admiral 
Hmpvy Horty, Command er-in- Chief of the Hungarian Forces. He gave 
information as to the resources on which he counts in organising 
these forces. They seemed to consist chiefly of officers. He thinks that the 
Roumanians are influenced by the Bolshevists. He thinks that the work- 
men have still many concealed arms. He calls attention to the considerable 
requisitions effected by the Roumanians. The Commission summons for 
the 19th the General commanding the Roumanian forces or his repre- 
sentatives. He will indicate the measures that he has taken with a view 
to respecting the indications of the verbal note of August 16. He will make 
it known whether these measures are being carried out, especially concern- 
ing reciiiisitions. 

Interallied Military Commission.’ 

Ill this connection he had a proposal to make, ivhich he would not ask the 
Council to accept at once, but which he would ask his colleagues to consider 
(see Appendix I). 


9. Mr. Polk said that the American officer in touch with the Austrian 
Delegation informed him that the Delegation when it received 
Intentions^ answer of the Conference, proposed to take the 

terms back to Vienna to submit them to the Austrian 
Assembly. It was further said that in all probability should no alterations be 
made in the territorial frontiers laid down for Austria, and especially should 
a plebiscite in Styria be denied, Dr. Renner would not be authorised by the 
Assembly to sign the peace. He would be forced to resign and a change of 
Government would result, 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 


Villa Majestic, Paris, 
August 20, igig- 


than could possibly be granted. They wanted the Treaty with Bulgaria to be on the lines 
of the Treaty with Germany. He could see no objection, however, to the hearing of the 
Delegation if they had anything new to say, which they had not previously urged.’ After 
this statement by Colonel Peel ; Tt was agreed that M. Pichon should reply to the recjuest 
of the Serbo-Groat-Slovene Delegation to the effect that their request could not be accepted 
for the various reasons given in the above discussion. If, however, the Delegation had any 
new facts or arguments to bring forward, the Council would be pleased to receive them, 
and then to decide whether or not a hearing was desirable.’ 
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Appendix A to No. 38 
American Commission to Negotiate Peace 

S.H. Bulletin No. 702. August 18, igig. 
Contents : Note from Marshal Focli on the Evacuation of Latvia by the Germans. 

Translation. 

General Headquarters^ August 18, igrg. 

General Staff 
3rd Section. 

From: The Marshal Gommander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies. 

To: President Glernenceau. 

Subject: The evacuation of Latvia by the Germans. 

In its telegram of June i8th (Document No. 1®) the Supreme Council requested 
the German Government to begin as soon as possible the evacuation of all terri- 
tories which had before the war formed part of the former Russian Empire, 
according to the stipulations of Article XII of the Armistice of November 1 1 , 1918. 

Later, General Gough was charged in the name of the Entente with arranging 
with the regional German authorities the conditions of this evacuation and with 
insuring the control of it. 

On July 2 1 this general reported the impossibility of arriving at an understand- 
ing with General von der Goltz, whose policy of intrigue and evasion tended only 
to retarding to the maximum the execution of the measures of evacuation, and to 
finishing the seizure of Latvia by the Germans. 

To remedy this situation, General Gough proposed : 

(a) the immediate recall of General von der Goltz, 

(b) the carrying out of the evacuation by sea, 

(c) the completion of the transportation by August 30, 

(d) to forbid the Germans to move any war material in Latvia without previous 

authorization, 

(e) the cessation of all German reinforcements sent into Latvia. 

These propositions, accepted by the Supreme Council, were sent to the German 
Government for execution on August i (Document No. 2^). 

The Gei-man Government has replied to this notification in a Note dated August 
13 (Document No. 3®), in w^hich it discusses and finally rejects, almost in their 
totality, the decisions of the Supreme Council. 

The point of view of the German Government, as well as the remarks it calls for, 
are set forth herewith : 

(a) Recall of General von der Goltz. 

The German Government represents this recall as ‘an attempt on the power of 
command of the German military authorities’. 

It is, in fact, a measure of a special character, and which, as the German 
Government remarks, cannot be exacted by invoking Article XII of the Armistice 
of November ii. 

8 None of the numbered documents in parentheses were attached to the original of this 
appendix. For the more important of these documents see Vol. Ill of this series. 

5 See No. 23, minute 4 and No. 29, minute 5. 
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But this measure is necessary. 

General von der Goltz is the soul of the resistance to the decisions of the Entente. 
It was he that organized the coup d'etat against the Ulmanis Government, faithful 
to the cause of the Allies. 

Beaten on this ground, he tried to re-establish the situation. All his efforts tend 
to maintain himself in the country at least till after harvest, in order to send it into 
Germany, then to install himself definitively in G[o]urland.'” 

To this end : 

He continues to bring in reinforcements (40,000 men in G[o]miand),“ in sj3ite 
of the prohibition against sending new contingents into Latvia; 

hi spite of the orders of his Government, he is incorporating his elements in the 
Russian Bermont coi'ps, after having acted in the same way in regard to the 
detachment of Prince Lieven. He even announces that he will favour the passage 
of entire German formations into the Russian troops at the moment that the evacuation 
is finished; 

He is granting leaves of three years to German soldiers who desire to settle in the 
country; 

At the same time, he is organizing Bolshevist propaganda at Riga, in order to 
create new pretexts for intervention; 

Finally, in his relations with General Gough, he incessantly eludes discussion, 
and insolently refuses to allow any control on the part of the mandatory of the 
Allied Powers (Document No. 4, his^). 

In short. General von der Goltz is pursuing in Latvia and G[o]urland a very clear 
policy of German expansion, doubtless with the secret approval of his Government. 

While appearing to accept the principle of evacuation, he is managing to rein- 
force his effectives, to get his hands on the Russian local formations and to insinuate 
himself into the interior affairs of the country, thus consolidating the situation and 
the prestige of Germany in Latvia. 

He personifies clearly the German policy of duplicity. 

All the Allied Representatives are of the opinion that his immediate recall is 
necessary, as a measure of prime importance. 

This recall had already been laid down in principle, under certain conditions, 
by the Allied Powers, as early as May 28 (Document No. 9®, telegram 2726 of 
May 28). 

None of these conditions having been fulfilled, the Powders renewed their request 
on August I . 

They obtained only a dilatory reply. 

It is necessary, takiirg for basis the facts that have been set forth above, to exact 
categorically that the recall of General von der Goltz be ordered without delay. 

[h) Evacuation by sea. 

This method of evacuation has been demanded by General Gough ; General von 
der Goltz declares it to be impossible. This is a question of modality, wdrich 
demands only a new examination by the Inter- Allied Mission at Riga, and rvhich 

Note in original : ‘Extract from the report of Colonel Du Parquet, dated August 13 
(Document No. 4).’ 

Note in original: ‘Note of General Malcolm, transmitted by the G.I.P.A. on August 9, 
under No. 1590 (Document No. 5) ; Note of General Dupont, No. 4865 (Document No. 6); 
telegram from Stockholm of August 13 (Document No. 7); Extract from the Polish S.R. 
(Document No. 8).’ 
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must be settled mi the ground. What is important, in fact, is that the evacuation be 
assured, as rapidly as possible by all possible means : maritime or land. 

On the subject of this question of the evacuation the German Government, 
revealing- the plan that it has formed for colonizing Latvia, recalls the promise 
made by the Ulrnanis cabinet to grant to German volunteers the right to settle in 
Latvia; it protests against violation of this promise and declines in advance all 
responsibility for dangers that may result from it. 

The Lettish Government has settled this claim in a letter signed by its Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, Herr Meierevitcs, addressed to the German Charge d ’Affaires 
in Latvia (Document No. lO®). 

There is no necessity therefore to consider this last question. 

(r) Plan of evacuaUon to be submitted before August 15. Time limit of evacuation fixed from 
August I g to go. 

The Geiman Government declares it impossible to present a detailed plan of 
evacuation, and to complete the repatriation by August 30, since it does not know 
the nurnlier of locomotives to be put at its disposal, which, it says, have been 
promised by the English. 

Now, no promise of this sort has been made, to my knowledge, by the British 
Government. 

Moreover, this absence of locomotives would be one more reason for carrying 
out the repatriation by sea, as General Gough demands. 

However this may be, this situation in no wise prevents the drawing up of a 
general plan, fixing the order of urgency for the removal of the various elements. 

The development of this plan, as well as the time limits for the carrying out of 
the repatriation, wall be determined as a function of the means, maritime or land, 
at the disposal of the Germans, as soon as an agreement on the subject of these 
means shall have been reached betw'een General Gough and the German regional 
command, as indicated in S[ection] b above. 

Subject to this condition, the decisions of the Entente are then to be maintained 
on this point. 

(d) Prohibition to move war material in Latvia without authorization — Obligation to give 
information on the emplacement of food and material stores, 

The German Government protests against this requirement, which it claims is 
based on no provision of the Armistice of November 1 1 . 

Now, on one hand, Ai'ticle XIV provides : 

‘the immediate cessation by the German troops of all requisition, seizure, or 

compulsory measure with a view to procuring resources destined for Germany, 

in Rumania or Russia within their limits of August i, 1914.’ 

On the other hand, numerous sources of information (see especially Document 
No. 1 1®, letter No. 2725 of May 28) have already revealed that the Germans, in 
tlie course of the evacuation, were carrying out of the Baltic countries important 
resources, notably railw'-ay material, and were proceeding to the distraction [sic! 
and removal of electric installations and communications. 

If the Germans have the right, in the present circumstances, to cany off their 
\var material, it falls within the competency of General Gough, nevertheless, to 
verify what they send away, to assure himself that no material and no resource are 
levied on [j-ic] the evacuated countries. 
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It is under the heading of this verijication that the dispositions mentioned in 
paragraph (d) must be maintained. 

(e) Prohibition to send any reinforcements into Latvia. 

The German Government accepts this provision. 

Nevertheless it is true that at last news German troops were still being sent to 
Mitaii (see Documents No. 7 and No. 8^) . 

Conclusions 

From the preceding it results that the provisions covered by paragraphs {b), [c), 
and (d), above, must be maintained, subject to supplementary instructions to 
be given to General Gough with a view^ to settling, in accord with the German 
regional command , the question of means of transport in effecting the evacuation, 
and that of the time limits for the execution of it, which depends directly on the 
first question. 

But the essential condition of a rapid and complete evacuation is still the 
immediate recall of General von der GoUz. 

Experience proves that this measure cannot be obtained by new injunctions 
transmitted in the usual form, in the name of an armistice already old, and whose 
provisions cannot be invoked in this particular case. 

The recall of General von der Goltz is before all a measure of a political nature. 
For this reason it necessitates a direct action of the Allied Governments with the 
German Government. 

I have the honour to request that energetic steps be taken to this effect, without - 
delay, and directly by the Srxpreme Council with the German representatives at 
Versailles. 


Appendix B to No. 38 

BERLIN, le ig aodt igig — ly h. go.. 

Les journaux pangermanistes representent la situation en Haute Silesie comme 
tr^s grave. On mande de Kattowitz au journal Der Abend (19 aout) les districts 
de Kattowitz et Missloudtz restent aux mains des troupes gouvernementales, a part 
cela tout le cercle de Kattovitz est au pouvoir des insurges. Hier de nombreux 
combats ont eu lieu dans les localites de [?]odzin [? Bedzin], Schoppinitz [?]now 
Gieschewalde avec des bandes armees de mitrailleuses e.t bien pourvues de muni- 
tions; celles-ci ont par endroits reussi a disperser les troupes de la Reichswehr. On 
a du faire venir de grands renforts de Kattowitz et de Mystolwitz [FMyslowitz]. 
Le Ghancelier Bauer a fait cet apres-midi a I’Assemblee Nationale les declarations 
suivantes au sujet de la situation en Haute-Silesie : Gontrairement aux efforts des 
Gouvernements qui essayaient d’etablir entre la Prusse et la Pologne des relations de 
bon voisinage, des agitateurs polonais ont tente en Haute-Silesie de provoquer une 

Note in original ; ‘We might, moreover, with the same object, invoke these clauses of 
Article 1 69 of the Peace Treaty which provide “that within two months after the entrance 
into force of the present treaty German war material coming from abroad, in whatever 
state it may be in, shall be surrendered to the Allied Governments, who will determine its 
destination”. 

‘From this provision there is evidently derived the right, on the part of the mandatory of 
the Allied Powers, to take cognizance of the distribution of this material, in order to be able 
when the time comes, to claim if necessary, and to control its delivery to the said powers. 
This is moreover the thesis sustained by General Gough,’ 
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insurrection armee. On a repandu les nouvelles les plus alarmantes a ce sujet; je 
suis heureux cle pouvoir communiquer qu’elles sont en grande partie exager^es et 
qiie la situation est sensiblement meilleure qu’on ne le pouvait croire au premier 
abord. Le Gouverneraent a regu le rapport olEciel suivant. Le commandement 
en chef est en Flaute-Silesie completement maitre de la situation. Les Polonais qui 
out participe au mouvement sont battus ou prisonniers. D’autres mesures militaires 
sont en cours. La seiile region occupee par les Polonais le i8 aout etait celle situee 
au nord-est de la ligne Beuthen-Kattowitz. G’est le seul endroit ou des troupes 
polonaises reguliei'es aient passe la frontiere. II est etabli que la revolte qui a 
delate pres de Myslowitz est egalement le fait de bandes polonaises. 11 y a parmi 
les Polonais des cercles nationalistes qui craignent que la consultation populaire ne 
tourne pas a leur avantage et qui veulent pour cette raison creer a tout prix un fait 
accompli. Nous aurons le devoir de nous opposer a de pareilles tentatives et de 
faire en sorte que la Haute-Silesie puisse se decider librement et d’une maniere 
impartiale. Nous avons plaisir a constater que le Gouvernement polonais y est 
absolument etranger et c|ue les troupes polonaises n’y ont pas pris part. Je crois 
que cette declaration contribuei'a sensiblement a produire en Haute-Silesie iin 
effet apaisant. 

^ Haguenin 


Appendix G to No. 38 

En vue de creer une forte armee les Allemands poursuivent une mobilisation 
energique. Les desordres spartakistes sont volontairement exageres pour servir de 
pretexte aupres des Allies en faveur du renforcement de I’armee allemande. 

En principe on prepare des armees qui le cas echeant pourraient entrer en action 
centre la Pologne et les Allies tout en mettant a couvert le Gouvernement allemand 
auquel ces armees refuseraient apparemment d’obeir, 

De plus, en Haute-Silesie, d’ajores les paroles mimes du Chef de section du 
Ministdre des Affaires Etrangeres allemand, le Gouvernement est pret & fournir en 
faveur d’une action preparatoire au plebiscite en Haute-Silesie une somme d’un 
milliard de marks. 20 millions sont destines a corrompre les Officiers Allies des 
armees d’occupation; un comite politique special a re^u du Gouvernement alle- 
tnand la somme de 500 millions de marks pour payer les votants pendant le 
plebiscite. 

La campagne allemande contre la reunion de la Haute-Silesie a la Pologne 
exploite principaiement les points suivants : 

a) La Pologne doit rembourser la dette russe. 

b) La Haute-Silesie doit couvrir la dette allemande et aussi, bien entendu, la 

dette polonaise. 

c) Les Allemands donneraient Pautonomie a la Haute-Silesie; la Pologne ne 

I’accorderait jamais. 

d) L’organisation antisemite de Berlin repand Fopinion qu’en Pologne les Juifs 

jouissent de lois d’exception et que leur influence est plus grande que celle 

des Chretiens. 

Qiiant a Fetat d’esprit regnant dans les territoires soumis au plebiscite, on peut 
dire en general que les Allemands pris parmi les intellectuels, les employes d’insti- 
tutions privees, les proprietaires d’immeubles, les commergants penchant du cote 
de la Pologne. 

Enfin, il importe de noter que de Berlin on transporte des troupes aux Gares 
les plus rapprochees de la Haute-Silesie. 
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Appendix D to No. 38 
' TeUgramme Chiffre 

COMMANDEMENT EN GhEF DES ArMEES AlLIEES. 

Etat-Major General 

geme ggctioil. 

G.Q^.G.A., le ig aout igig. 

Marechai Foch, Commandant en Chef Armees Alliees, a General Dupont, Chef 

Mission Militaire Frangaise, a Berlin. 

N° 3972. 

Gi-dessous telegramme qui vous est adresse par Ministre Affaires Etrangeres : 

Primo. Le Gonseil Supreme des Allies est informe que le mouvement greviste, 
signale en Haute-Silesie, a degenere en insurrection armee, que les ouvriers 
insurges se sont empares de Kattovitz, Pless, Boujakow, Jedlin, Gechow, apres 
avoir desarme troupes allemandes de Grenzschutz; que le travail dans les mines 
est completement arrete, ainsi que les mouvements par voie ferree. 

Cette insurrection semble engager les responsabilites des Allemands qui agissent 
centre les Polonais, arretant et fusillant des ouvriers qu’ils accusent de favoriser un 
mouvement spartakiste. 

L’Europe Gentrale, toute entiere, depend de cette region pour le charbon, et ii 
est n^cessaire que Tordre y soit retabli et que le travail dans les mines soit repris, 
sous peine des plus graves complications dans tons les pays qui en sont tributaires, 

Secundo. Le seul moyen d’y arriver serait I’occupation immediate, par les troupes 
alliees, de ces regions troublees, mais aucune clause de I’armistice ne justifierait 
cette occupation immediate, que seule la mise en vigueur du traite de Paix 
autoriserait regulierement. 

Tertio. Cette situation a ete envisagee par le Gonseil Supreme qui estime que: 

a) Les emeutes de Haute-Silesie vont priver de charbon tons les Etats voisins, 

que le Gonseil ne pent s’en desinteresser et qu’il pent ^tre amene a de- 
mander au Gouvernement Polonais de reduire ou meme de supprimer 
ulterieurement les envois de charbon prevus a destination de I’Allemagne. 

b) Le maintien de I’ordre dans une region qui doit ^tre prochainement soumise 

au plebiscite revient a I’AUemagne, et a son defaut, pour etre assure 
directement, des maintenant, par les Allies par anticipation sur le traite. 

Quarto. Ces renseignements vous sont donnes a titre personnel. 

Quinio. Le Gonseil Supreme vous charge : 

a) de le renseigner completement sur situation actuelle en Haute-Silesie; 

b) de lui indiquer votre sentiment sur les mesures qui pourraient en pratique 

etre prises sans rencontret’ une opposition directe du Gouvernement allc- 
mand, peut-etre meme d’accord avec lui, pour remedier tout de suite a la. 
situation, sans qu’il en resulte un danger pour la population polonaise. 

Le Gonseil Supreme vous autorise, en vous renseignant, a utiliser, si vous le 
jugez opportun, les indications du present telegramme. 

S. PiGHON 

Pri^re faire parvenir reponse extreme urgence, 
P.O./Le Major Gena'al 
Georges . 
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Appendix F to No. 38 

Proposed Reply to German Mote with respect to Estimation of War Damages in the 
Devastated Regions 

PARIS, igig. 

From: President Glemenceau. 


To : Baron von Lersner. 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of August 2, con- 
cerning the ascertaining of damage in the territories devastated by the war. 

You offer to communicate to the French and Belgian Governments all the 
documents and information that the German Government possesses on the subject 
of these damages, and notably concerning ‘field’ requisitions and requisitions ‘for 
the interior’, as well as to transmit the studies made by it on the subject. You ask, 
in order to complete the work, the restoration, even temporary, of archives left by 
the German armies in their retreat. Finally, you propose a discussion, a verifica- 
tion and an examination in common and from apposite [«V] sides, between the 
representatives of the German Government and the representatives of the French 
and Belgian Governments, with a view to ascertaining the amount of damage, to 
collecting the material and to fixing the amount to be paid. 

We take note of the offer made by the German Delegation and we are disposed 
to receive all the information that it is ready to communicate to us ; the Allied and 
Associated Governments can only consider with satisfaction anything that will 
facilitate and accelerate the execution of the Peace Treaty. In the same spirit they 
will be happy to receive the same documentation on the subject of the damage 
caused in the zones of operations other than France and Belgian [sic] notably Italy 
and Serbia. 

Concerning the archives whose temporary restoration is requested, it would be 
well for the German Delegation, since it is the one to make the demand, to com- 
municate the list of sendees and archives in question. No decision can be reached 
in the matter till this is done. Finally, the Allied and Associated Governments 
must indicate at once, in the clearest manner, that there can be no c[uestion of 
discussion, verification and examination, in common and from different sides, on 
the ascertaining of the amount of damage and the fixing of the sum to be paid; 
they pledged themselves to this neither in the reply that they made of June 16 to 
the remarks of the German Delegation on the Peace Conditions, nor in the addi- 
tional Protocol of June 28 to the Treaty of Versailles. On the contrary, in the 
afoi'esaid reply of June 16, they laid down the absolute conditions that ‘the 
categories of damages and the reparation clauses will be accepted by the German 
authorities as being outside of all discussion’. Now, the Peace Treaty signed by 
Germany provides expressly, in paragraph 10 of Annex II to the reparation clauses, 
that ‘the Commission will study the claims and will give the German Government 
a fair right to be heard, without its being able to tax \take^ any part whatever in the 
decisions'.'^ ^ 

I will add, in closing, that the Allied and Associated Governments are ready to 
examine the propositions that you announce in your letter, concerning the restora- 
tion of the devastated regions. 

The oflScial text of the passage in question read: ‘The Commission shall consider the 
claims and give to the German Government a just opportunity to be heard, but not to take 
any part whatever in the decisions of the Commission.’ 
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Moreover, in confirmation of their reply of June i6, 1919, they will give Ger- 
many, in good time, the necessary facilities to furnish a serious basis for the offers 
to be presented by her; without waiting for the Treaty to come into force, it is 
possible now to give the first facilities in certain sectors. V erbal indications will be 
given on this subject. 


Appendix I to No. 38 

M. 477 .] Proposed Communication from the President of the Peace Conference to the 
Commission of Generals at Budapest 

In the event that you are not satisfied that the Roumanians have ceased the 
seizure of Hungarian grain, live stock, rolling stock, boats and other material, you 
are authorized to address to the Roumanian authorities with whom you are in 
contact a communication substantially as follows : 

‘The conditions of peace with Austria as originally drafted provided that all 
portions of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, including that part proposed 
to be transferred to Roumania, would be liable to pay by way of reparation a sum 
to be fixed by the Reparation Commission. In deference to the urgent representa- 
tions of the Roumanian Peace Delegation, the principal Allied and Associated 
Powers consented to renounce their right to secure indemnification from enemy 
resources and population to be transferred to Roumania upon Roumania agreeing 
to make a moderate fixed contribution toward the cost of liberating enemy territory 
to be transferred to her. An agreement relative to the payment of cost of liberation 
was, on June 27, 1919 signed by Mr. Antonesco, Roumanian Plenipotentiary, 
subject to the approval of his Government. In reliance of this agreement, the 
conditions of peace with Austria were modified so that no reparation liability will 
attach to enemy territory proposed to be transferred to Roumania. 

‘The agreement signed by Mr. Antonesco provides, among other things, that 
Roumania’s contribution toward the costs of liberation will be discharged by off- 
setting the sum against the first reparation payments which Roumania would 
otherwise receive on account of damage suffered by her, and “no further payments 
on account of reparation shall be made until the other States to which reparation 
is due shall have received payments on account of a like proportion of their 
approved claims for reparation”. 

‘The action of Roumania in seizing enemy property by way of reparation, prior 
to other States having received payment on account of their approved claims, is in 
contravention of the terms of the agreement of June 27th, and cannot be construed 
as other than a repudiation by Roumania of the agreement of June 27th. The 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers accordingly reserve full liberty of action 
with respect to imposing a liability for reparation upon enemy territory proposed 
to be transferred to Roumania, and these Powers now have under consideration the 
matter and form for the exercise of their rights in this respect.’ 
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No. 39 

H. D. 35.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai POrsay, Paris, on Thursday, 

August 21, jgig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Glei'k. 

France: M. Piclion; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de St, 
Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Pateimo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Colonel U. S. Grant. British Empire: 
Captain E. Abraham. France: Captain A. Portier. Italy: Lieut. - 
Colonel Jones. 

The following also attended: Mr. Hoover, General Weygand, Major General 
The Hon. C. Sackville West, G.M.G. 

Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

I. Mr. Polk asked that the letter he had addressed to M. Glernenceau (see 

Appendix A^) be referred for examination and report to 
Roumanian Requisitions Organizing Committee of the Reparations Gom- 
mission. 

(This was agreed to.) 

2. Mr. Polk said that he now begged to withdraw the reservation he had 
Anglo-Belgian Agree- made on August 7th, regarding the Anglo-Belgian Agree- 
ment regarding Man- ment Oil the Belgian sphere in- the ex-German Colony of 
date in East Africa E^gt Africa. (See H. D. 26,2 Minute 5.) 

3. Mr. Hoover said that he had just returned from a trip of investigation 

into various economic questions. The main discovery of his 
Cofl/ Situation in been the critical situation as to coal in Central 

Posutonirupp^r There were three coal-fields, from which the entire 

Silesia supply for this section of Europe was drawn : first, the one in 

Upper Silesia, now affected by the strikes: one in Teschen, 
under dispute between the Gzecho- Slovaks and the Poles : and one in Poland. 
The total output from these three fields was 5 to 6 million tons a month, and 
they constituted the very heart of Central Europe. Unless their production 
was kept up, it would be impossible to maintain the transportation and 
municipal services in Central Europe. The Upper Silesian coal-mines had 
practically stopped production on account of the strikes. One mine had been 
entirely destroyed. It would be only a matter of days before the remainder 
would be disabled beyond repair for several months. There were many 

^ Not printed. This letter, dated August 20, 1919, is printed by F. Deak, op. cit., pp. 
488-9. Its substance was in the main incorporated in the telegram which the Supreme 
Council decided on August 23 to send to the Roumanian Government : see No. 41 , appendix A. 
® No. 30. ■ 
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versions as to the cause for the situation. There appeared to be four parties 
to the quarrel: first, the Polish workmen: second, the German Grenzscliiitz 
troops, who were in a high state of emotional nationalism ; third, the Sparta- 
cists; fourth, the German coal-owners and perhaps the German Govern- 
ment itself. The causes appeared to be not economic but political. The Polish 
authorities had shown him documents which, if they could be authenticated, 
would prove that the Germans had tried to stir up the Spartacists to make 
trouble, and that the German troops had actually attempted to drive out 
the Polish workmen. The Germans said, on the contrary, that the Polish 
workmen and the Spartacists had conspired together to foment the trouble, 
and that they were forced to restore order. One of the strange results of this 
state of affairs was that in one case some Polish workmen w^ere guarding their 
mines to save them from destruction. In his own opinion, the only possible 
remedy was an occupation by Allied troops. No Commission could bring 
about a reconciliation between the contending parties. Colonel Goodyear, 
who had been in charge of coal distribution, had been sent there, and was 
trying to get the parties to come to some agreement together, but he was 
convinced that it would be impossible to do so. Mr. Hoover himself had had 
a discussion with Mr. Markensen, a German who had been a member of the 
Armistice Commission on the Eastern Front. He was very disturbed, and 
from his statements he had gathered that the German Government were not 
fully in control of the Grenzschutz troops, whom they were trying to replace 
by regular troops. This same German had said that the German Govern- 
ment was most anxious, as it necessarily ought to be, to restore order, but, of 
course, one could never tell what power the Berlin Government exercised 
over the various military bodies in the East. Undoubtedly, the German 
owners were in desperate fear of the destruction of their property, and would 
welcome any method of re-establishing order. 

There were contradictory currents even amongst the Germans themselves, 
and it was his opinion that the racial animosities had reached such a point 
that nothing could stop the strife but a military occupation. He realised, of 
course, that this was not legally possible until after the ratification of the 
Peace Treaty, but the intentions of the German Government might here be 
put to the test, and he thought that the German Government would probably 
agree to anticipate the action proposed by the Treaty, and, of course, the 
Poles were asking that this be done. He believed that this would be the 
attitude of the German Government, because of the desire Mr. Markensen 
and his colleagues had expressed to get Allied troops all along the Eastern 
front, between the Poles and the German volunteer troops, and because the 
difficulty of controlling the latter made them fear a general conflagration. 

He had had a meeting with the Trades Union Leaders of the Tesclien 
district, and there also found the Trades Unions divided along the lines of 
nationality. The Polish leaders confessed that they would not help to increase 
production until they knew to whom the mines would fall, and they would 
not work for the Czechs. There was here also much political sentiment. He 
had asked whether strikes would be used to influence the plebiscite, and was 
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answered that undoubtedly they would be. This information he consideied 
as of interest, both as affecting the pohtical situation in the Teschen district, 
and also by analogy furnishing a clue to the situation in Upper Silesia. 

There was a political question — that of restoring order ; and there was also 
the economic question of stimulating production and getting the output from 
the mines necessary for the maintenance of the ordinary life of central Europe. 
From the last point of view, the three districts were one, and the selfish 
interests of any one nation must be entirely set aside for the general good of 
that section of the continent. At present the feeling of the Czechs towards 
the Austrians was such as to make it hopeless to ask them to keep coal ship- 
ments going to Austria, although the Austrian transportation, which was 
dependant on that coal supply, was absolutely essential to the Czechs them- 
selves, and the same sort of feelings existed everywhere. He thought it 
necessary that the Goal Commission should appoint a sub-committee to 
control all three Districts with the authority of the Peace Conference. He 
suggested that this be done at once, and he would like to see the Goal 
Committee enter upon its duties with the prestige that would be given it by 
the assurance that it would constitute the Plebiscite Commission as soon as it 
became possible to appoint that body. He thought it possible to select men 
competent for both, and he thought that it would only be possible for the 
Goal Committee to perform its duties if invested with the double authority; 
only this double authority could solve either question. 

M. PiGHON asked Mr. Hoover at what time he had visited Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Hoover replied that he had not visited Upper Silesia, but had inter- 
viewed people coming from there at a place on the Railway outside the 
mining area. 

M. PiCHON said that he had asked this question because he had just 
received news that the situation in Upper Silesia had improved. 

Mr. Hoover said that, on his side, he had telegrams from Warsaw, 
informing him that there was continuous fighting along the whole of the 
German-Polish frontiers. 

M. Tittoni said he thought the improvement in any case must be pre- 
carious. He was disposed to agree to the proposals made by Mr. Hoover. 

M. PiGHON said that there was a telegram from G-eneral Dupont which 
confirmed most of what Mr. Hoover had said. (See Appendix B.) 

Mr. Hoover said that he was in possession of a proclamation of the 
socialist party, calling upon the Poles to expel the Germans from the mines. 
There was, therefore, a mixture of Sparticist and Nationalist feeling which 
was very confusing. 

Mr. Polk said that he had received a telegram from the American 
Minister in Warsaw stating that the Polish Government had refrained from 
intervening in Silesia, in spite of the excitement of the country over the 
situation, because they were afraid that such action would prejudice their 
case in the eyes of the Conference. 

Mr. Balfour said that Mr. Hoover’s proposals were very similar to 
those adopted by the Conference in its previous meetings. The Council 
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liad thought it might be possible to ask Germany to allow an anticipated 
exercise of the Treaty. Mr. Hoover added the hope and expectation that 
the German Government would consent. The means by which the Council 
had hoped to obtain the acquiescence of the German Government was the 
Goal Commission. 

Mr. Hoover said that he would suggest that the Goal Commission be 
strengthened by a German member and even by a Czech and a Polish 
member. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether Mr. Hoover did not think that these members 
might obstruct business. 

Mr. Hoover said that they might perhaps be disposed to do so, but that 
they could be controlled by the Great Powers. There had previously been a 
Goal Commission with a Czech, Polish, and German member, (together with 
a British and American representative) , which had worked quite successfully 
before the signature of the Treaty. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was very favourably inclined to Mr. Hoover’s 
proposals, but with regard to the suggestion that the Goal Committee should 
also conduct the administration in the plebiscite zone, he would like to ask 
a few questions. The Plebiscite Commission could not be precisely the 
Committee suggested by Mr. Hoover; it was hardly possible to have a plebis- 
cite area in which Poland was interested, controlled by a Czech and a 
.German Commissioner. The Goal Committee, moreover, not only had to 
carry out diplomatic negotiations with Germany, to superintend the pro- 
duction of coal in disturbed parts of Upper Silesia and Teschen, but it was 
also asked to control a plebiscite area, two-thirds of which was agricultural, 
and not coal-producing at all. In order to carry out its various duties, not 
only would it have to move over large areas, possess an intimate knowledge 
of coal production, considerable acquaintance with other industrial condi- 
tions, but it must also be endowed with political experience, tact, and know- 
ledge of the conditions of all the neighbouring countries. Such universal 
competence might perhaps be difficult to find concentrated in one set of 
individuals. 

Mr. Hoover said that what he meant to suggest was that the four Principal 
Allied representatives *on the Goal Committee should ultimately become the 
administrators of the plebiscite area, in order that they should begin from 
the first with additional prestige. 

M!r. Balfour said that the Goal Committee would be composed of techni- 
cal experts rather than of administrators and men of political experience. 

Mr. Hoover said that he was not entirely of this opinion. The technical 
side of the Committee’s work was comparatively simple; the distiibution of 
the output of the mines was well established; the mine-owners were v</ell 
acquainted with the quantities sent to the various consuming areas. The 
Committee would have chiefly to adjudicate among the rival claimants. 
Their functions would be, therefore, rather administrative than technical. 
He adhered to the belief that a merely technical committee would be of little 
use. There was already one, and its influence was not great. 
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Mr. Balfour said that he would ask one more question. It had struck 
liini previously that, should the German Government make difficulties, it 
might be threatened by being told that should the coal-fields be attributed 
to Poland, the Allied Powers would exercise their influence to ^ see that 
Germany was last served in the distribution of coal from these mines. He 
asked Mr. Ploover whether he thought this form of pressure could be 
employed. 

Mr* Hoover said that he thought it was possible. The method he was 
suggesting was not a logical one. It w^ould be more reasonable, first to 
establish the administrative Commission, and under it a Goal Committee. 
He was reversing the process, and suggesting that the Goal Committee should 
be endowed in anticipation with the prestige of the administrative body. 

Mr. Balfour said that this method appeared to him to be very ingenious. 

M. PiCHON said that he agreed that the method was ingenious, but he 
thought that there was some danger in confusing the two functions. It was 
possible that the Goal Committee might, at a future date, assist the Plebiscite 
Commission. He thought it inadvisable to state at the present time that coal 
experts would become the future administrators of the country. This could 
not be done legally at present. Moreover, he did not think that the Germans 
would agree. They did not accept the Treaty in a very willing spirit. A 
demand of this kind would raise difficulties. The Council might make up its 
own mind that the Goal Committee, if, as it was hoped, it gained authority 
in the country, should later on assist the Plebiscite Commission. He did not 
think that this could be openly declared. 

Mr. Hoover said that his feeling was that a Coal Committee, as such, 
would be helpless. It could only use arguments derived from the general coal 
situation in Europe. He pointed out that the Council was considering the 
prospect of military occupation. Should this take place, the only administra- 
tive organ possible would be the Plebiscite Commission. 

M. Tittoni said that the essential thing was to find out whether the 
German Government would acquiesce. Should it do so, there would be no 
difficulty, and the Goal Committee could, as Mr. Ploover suggested, obtain 
political power. The principal thing was to approach the German Govern- 
ment without delay. 

General Weygand said that if Allied troops were sent into Upper Silesia, 
it would be absolutely necessary to establish a high civil authority to ensure 
a modus vivendi. It appeared to him that this authority could not be the Goal 
Committee, whose fiinctions extended to other areas than Upper Silesia, It 
must undoubtedly be the Commission proHded for in the Annexe to Section 8 
of the Treaty, 3 This Commission was doubtless that which had been called 
the Plebiscite Commission in the discussion. It was really a Commission to 
govern the country under the authority of the Allied and Associated Powers, 
pending the completion of the plebiscite. 

Mr. PIoover then suggested that the Coal Committee be sent as a Goal 

2 The reference was to the annex to article 88 in section 8 of part III of the Treaty of 


467 



Committee, but that, as many Governments as might find it possible to do 
so, should appoint to it members who would subsequently serve on the 
Administrative Commission. Further, if the German Government should 
agree, no delay would occur in selecting new representatives. 

M. PiCHON said that the whole question was whether the German Govern- 
ment would agree to the exercise of the right which only accrued 15 days after 
the ratification of the Treaty. 

M. Tittoni urged that the question be put to the German Government 
immediately. A reply could perhaps be obtained within two days. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Conference had no regular diplomatic civil 
agent in touch with the German Government. He therefore suggested that 
Mr. Hoover should go to Berlin on behalf of the Council to negotiate on this 
matter. Mr. Hoover was so identified with the economic interests of Europe 
that no more suitable representative could be found for such a mission. His 
work had been outside the political arena so he had a better hope of success 
than anyone else. 

M. PiGHON said that he agreed. 

Mr. Polk suggested that Mr. Hoover be given an opportunity of consult- 
ing his French and British colleagues on the Goal Commission. 

M. Tittoni suggested that in any case it should be explained to the 
German Government that the Allies had no political object in these negotia- 
tions. They were only animated by anxiety for the economic revival of 
Europe. 

M. PiGHON proposed certain draft instructions for Mr. Hoover (see 
Appendix G). 

(These instructions were approved in principle and it was agreed that 
Mr. Hoover, after consultation with his colleagues on the Coal Commission, 
should report on the following day whether he was able to undertake the 
mission and whether any alteration of the draft instructions appeared 
desirable.) 

4. Mr. Polk asked that Mr. Hoover be heard on the situation in Hungary. 

^ . Mr. Hoover said that the staff of the Relief Organisation had 
Hmga^’ Budapest and other parts of Hungary during the past ten 
days ; that facts which had come to their personal attention might 
be of interest to the Council. Up to 10 a.m. on the previous Monday’^ the 
Roumanians were still requisitioning food all over the country and in 
Budapest they were taking supplies even from the Gliildren’s Hospital. 
Trains carrying the requisitioned supplies were passing out of the country 
as fast as possible, although in one place some had accumulated because the 
Roumanians were awaiting the repair of a bridge before' the trains could 
continue on their way. None of the members of the Relief Organisation 
believed for a moment that the Roumanians intended to accede to the desires 
of the Council. He was not concerned with the morality of their actions but 
with the practical effects. Two of his officials, Captains in the American 
August 18,1919. 
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Army, had tliemseives seen the Roumanians take sixteen waggon loads of 
supplies from the Children’s Hospital and eleven deaths had resulted there- 
from within twenty-four hours, for there was no way of replacing these 
supplies. He did not think that any action by the Roumanians could be 
secured unless the Military Mission were instructed to send agents to frontier 
points to stop the Roumanians from shipping out any more of the requisi- 
tioned material until its disposal could be decided by the Council. In his 
own opinion the supplies requisitioned should be turned back to Budapest 
to feed the population of that city. He would like to call attention to another 
point which threw a sidelight on the situation. While the coup d^etat, by which 
the Archduke Joseph’s Government had been installed, was not entirely a 
Roumanian affair, nevertheless Roumanian troops had surrounded the meet- 
ing place of the Ministry and had turned their macliine guns on the building 
in Avhich they were. This event had had an immediate repercussion through- 
out Poland and Eastern Europe and the Bolshevists were making much of it 
and claiming that the Alliance was trying to re-establish reactionary govern- 
ment ill its worst form and this had done more to re-habilitate the Bolshevist 
cause than anything that had happened for a long time. The social demo- 
crats had refused to have anything to do with the new Government and 
Garami, the leader of this group, thought that if things were allowed to 
continue as they were, the old reactionary party would be well established 
in ten days and the Allied and Associated Powers would have to be prepared 
to see the House of Hapsburg begin to re-establish itself throughout all its 
former dominions. He could only suggest that the Council should instruct 
its representatives in Budapest to call the Archduke before them and say that 
his Government could never be accepted or recognised. Such action might 
induce the Archduke to step aside and invite the social democrats to form a 
coalition government. 

M. PiCHON said that the Council had already taken a decision of a similar 
character. The telegram sent on the i8th August embodied this policy. s In 
it the Council had said all that it could possibly say consistently with its 
declared policy of non-interference in the internal politics of Hungary. The 
Gouiicil could not take the responsibility of deliberately upsetting a Govern- 
ment in order to set up another. 

Mr. Balfour said that the only further step that could be taken would be 
to make the telegram more public, by asking the Generals in Budapest to 
make it widely known that Peace would never be signed with a Government 
not representing the people. 

Mr, Hoover said that if the Hungarian people went to the Poles [polls] 
with only a choice between Bolshevism and a Hapsburg, the result of the 
elections might be in favour of the latter. This would be a paradoxical and 
disastrous result of a consultation of the people. Eastern Europe was past the 
blandishments of polite suggestion. Human life in those parts had declined, 
in value to, an extent not realised in Paris. Very energetic action was required. 
He thought the Generals in Budapest should summon the Archduke qnd 
s See No. 36, appendix G. 
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tell him clearly that lie would never be recognised, and that he had better 
resign. 

M. Tittoni said that if he felt certain that on the fall of the Archduke a 
good Government would be set up, he would risk intervening. Before doing 
so, however, he would like to ask the Generals in Budapest what Government 
they thought would result from upsetting the Archduke. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought this matter so important that he would 
like to wait until the following day, when M. Glemenceau would be present 
at the Coiincil. As to the other proposal of Mr. Hoover, namely, to have the 
frontier between Hungary and Roumania watched, in order to stop the 
export of requisitioned material, he thought some decision should be taken. 

M. Tittoni said that all instructions sent to the Generals in Budapest 
should be accompanied by a proviso that they should take action if they 
thought action suitable; as they were on the spot, they were better able to 
judge what could be done. 

(It was then decided to send the following telegram: — • 

‘The Supreme Council learns that the Roumanian troops of occupation 
continue to make requisitions of every kind in Hungary, and to send the 
goods so obtained to Roumania. 

‘ The Council begs the Inter- Allied Commis.sion to report on the practical 
possibility of sending officers to the frontier posts between Hungary and 
Roumania to prevent the export of' goods requisitioned to the detriment 
of the Allies, and in diminution of their common security. 

‘Should the Commission regard this suggestion as feasible, Supreme 
Council authorises it to act accordingly. ’) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

August 21, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 39 
Telegrammes regus du General Dupont 

La situation en Silesie est devenue particulierement grave et la faute en incombe 
tout specialement au Commissaire Hoersing et a radministration allemande, qui 
exasperent les habitants polonais. Rien n’a ete epargne a ces derniers, depuis les 
sept mois que durent [dr] I’etat de siege — ^vols, pillages, arrestations se succedent 
tons les jours et le Grenzschutz y a une grosse responsabilite. 

Tout le teri’itoire des mines est en greve generale. Depuis une dizaine de jour.s 
on n’a pas extrait une tonne de houille. La population doit resister par la force a 
la brutalite des troupes et ctant en grande majorite polonaise, les combats sont 
sevA’es: grand nombre de pertes en tues et blesses. 

Seule ressource pour rainener le calme est une occupation militaire interailiee, 
en HautC'Silesie. Si cette decision ne pouvait etre obtenue rapidement, il serait 
indispensable de charger les troupes polonaises du maintien de Fordre apres re trait 
des troupes allemandes. Pour ce cas une commission interailiee devrait etre 
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chargee d’instituer line administration niixte polonaise et allemande pour les 
iisines et les mines. 

Le Goiivernenient allemand declare qu’il ne suspecte nullement le Goiiverne- 
rnent polonais : seule la surexcitation populaire est cause de ces troubles : cet avis 
est partage par les Polonais. 


Appendix G to No. 39 
Resolution 


SI aout igig. 


Mission conjiee a M. Hoover par le Conseil 

La Mission de M. Hoover a pour objectif d’olatenir du Gouvernement allemand 
line anticipation de traite: 

1° Pour Fenvoi immediat de la Haute Commission d’Administration Inter- 
alliee en Silesie; 

2° Pour Facceptation de Foccupation immediate interalliee en Silesie. 

Le Conseil Supreme charge M. Hoover de se rendre a Berlin, d’y prendre con~ 
tact avec le General Dupont (c|ue le Conseil Supreme a deja charge de s’informer 
et d’aborder le Gouvernement allemand sur la situation en Silesie). 

II y aura lieu de faire remarquer au Gouvernement allemand que le Conseil des 
Allies n’agit pas au nom d’un interet politique dans la C[uestion, mais seulement 
au nom des interdts materiels les plus importants de FEurope Gentrale. 


NOo 40 

H. D. 36 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Pichoids Room at the Quai etOrsay^ Paris ^ on Friday^ 

August 22 i 1919, oi 9.90 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Plon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, Ad. Dutasta, M. Ber- 
thelot, M. de St. Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, Ad. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Adatsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Lieut.- 
Commander Bell. France: Captain Portier. Italy: Lieut. -Col. Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

I . M, Clemenceau asked Mr. Hoover to make his statement on the aflhirs 
„ . . of Silesia. 

AGMi Hoover said that he and Mr. Loucheur had interviewed the 

German delegates at Versailles, and had made an informal suggestion 
to them. He had told them that if the present situation developed, it would 
lead the German Government into a very difficult position. In two months 
time, however, by the provisions of the Treaty, Silesia was to be occupied by 
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iUlied troops for the purpose of the plebiscite. He suggested to them that the 
German Government should, in its own^ interests, advance the date of the 
Allied occupation, and invite the Allies to send troops earlier. The German 
Representatives had received the suggestion favourably, and had stated that 
a reply from Berlin would be received on the following day. It was, however, 
to be noted that the German Delegates in question belonged to the Repara- 
tion Commission, and had no diplomatic attributions. Their attitude on the 
point at issue was, therefore, not very important. He had further told them 
that a Sub-Commission, to inquire into the means of increasing the coal out- 
put, was shortly to be sent to the Silesian, Teschen, and Dombrovo coalfields. 
If the Germans should prove willing to co-operate with this Sub-Committee, 
the Allies would doubtless be willing to appoint a German member to it. He 
thought that his suggestion in this respect might be a fair bait to the German 
Government. 

Col. Goodyear’s dispatch was then read. (See Appen. A.) 

In conclusion, he thought that the further information received from 
General Dupont should be placed before the Council. 

M. PicHON then circulated a telegram from the French Representative in 
Berlin. (See Appendix B.) 

Mr. Balfour, commenting upon the telegram, said that he thought the 
number of Commissions now acting in Germany was very great, and asked 
which Commission was referred to in para. 2. 

Mr. Polk asked the same question. 

M. Lougheur replied that the Allied Military Representatives at Berlin 
must have delegated some of their members with orders to proceed to Silesia, 
and he thought that the body so formed would be the Commission referred 
to in the telegram. He suggested that the Allied Representatives at Berlin 
ought to be informed of the measures which the Councih proposed to carry 
into effect, and that they might know that the Coal Commission was being 
sent out on Monday. F He further suggested that the delegated Commission 
from the Allied Representatives in Berlin should act in collaboration with 
the Coal Commission which was shortly to be sent out. In the meantime he 
strongly recommended that Col. Goodyear should continue to act as a local 
arbitrator in the interests of the Council. 

Mr. Hoover remarked that he felt the Council should know the composi- 
tion of the Commission which was being sent out by the Allied Representa- 
tives in Berlin; and, if an American officer were to be included on this 
Commission, Col. G oodyear should be designated as the American representa- 
tive by the Council. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that according to the information at present 
available there v/ere two Commissions at present acting in Germany : (i) The 
Inter- Allied Commission which was coming to an end on the follovdng day; 
and (ii) the subordinate body delegated from No. (i) to act in Silesia. Gol. 
Goodyear ought certainly to be a member of this latter Commission, but the 
Council did not at the moment know of whom it was composed. 

I Augustas, 1919. 
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Mr. Polk suggested that it might be a group of generals who were 
endeavouring to arrange matters betv/een the Germans and the Poles. 

General Weygand explained that, at the present moment, there was a 
Committee negotiating between the Germans and the Poles. (See i-i. d. 23, 
Min. 4.^) General Malcolm, General Dupont, and General Benciveiiga, were 
assisting this body. The negotiations between the two countries had continued 
until the events in Silesia had produced such a state of tension, that they 
could not be proceeded wdth. General Dupont had wanted, in the first place, 
to send out a local Committee to Silesia, but the proposal had been opposed 
by the Poles. The German Government had received the suggestion favour- 
ably, and it was probably for this reason that a Delegated Committee had 
now been sent. 

M. Tittoni remarked that his information did not quite agree with that 
supplied by General Weygand. He had been told, that, after the rupture of 
negotiations, a committee had been sent out locally at the request of the 
Poles. He also thought that the original committee in Berlin had been 
negotiating on behalf of prisoners of war. 

General Weygand replied that the Council had sent out a committee to 
deal with the question of Russian prisoners, and that it was this same com- 
mittee which had assumed the conduct of present negotiations, owing to the 
fact that the various members of the committee had collaborated on many 
other questions in the past. 

M. Glemengeau then read out the decision of h. d. 23-4^, and remarked that 
the Americans had not nominated a member to the Committee created under 
the resolution, as they were waiting for the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

M. Loucheur said he thought that the Inter-Allied Committee at Berlin 
must be informed of the present measures taken by the Council. They should 
be told that a coal committee was leaving on Monday.^ Gol. Goodyear ought, 
at the same time, to be asked to continue the action that he had initiated; 
whilst, on the other hand, the new Goal Commission should be kept fully 
informed of what Gol. Goodyear had done, and be told that he was at 
present staying at Mahrisch Ostrau, and that they should collaborate as 
closely as possible with him. 

Mr. Polk said that Mr. Hoover had suggested that Gol. Goodyear should 
be attached to the Delegated Committee sent out to Silesia from Berlin. A 
telegram should therefore be sent, instructing the Committee: (a) to proceed 
at once to Silesia and: {b) to establish relations with Gol. Goodyear. At the 
same time, it was not possible for Gol. Goodyear to be an active member of 
the Delegated Committee prior to the ratification of the Peace Treaty. He 
would, therefore, work as the representative of Mr. Hoover in matters 
connected with food and coal and would be in touch with the Generals of 
the Delegated Committee. 

Mr. Balfour asked what would be the relation between the Delegated 
Committee and the Goal Commission, both of which were being sent at the 
same time to the same place. 

2 No. 27, minute 4. 
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M. Loughetjr replied that the Goal Committee was a purely technical 
body, and could be placed under the orders of the Delegated Committee. 

Mr. Hoover said that the functions of the Goal Committee would be 
confined to questions of production and distribution. He did not believe that 
it could concern itself with questions of politics, and he felt that the work of 
this body should not be subordinated to a military committee. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that M. Loucheur and Mr. Hoover should draw 
up draft instructions to the Allied Representatives at Berlin, and should 
submit the text to the Council. 

Mr. Hoover then suggested that General Weygand should assist them. 

M. PiGHON said that he had received a visit from Mr. Grabsky of the Polish 
Delegation. He had informed him that he would transmit a copy of the 
instructions sent by the Allied Generals, to the Polish authorities. He vcould 
tell them that he fully agreed with the instructions sent, and would ask that 
the local Polish authorities should collaborate with the Commissions sent out 
by the Council. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that a decision had been arrived at on the previous 
day to attach a German, a Czech, and a Pole to the Goal Committee. 

M. Loucheur then read the draft instructions to be sent to Berlin. (See 
Appendix G.) 

(It was decided: — 

1. That Colonel Goodyear shordd be instructed to continue the negotia- 

tions that he had initiated in Upper Silesia, pending the arrival of 
the Coal Cominittee, and the Committee delegated by the Inter- 
Allied representatives at Berlin. He was further to place himself in 
touch with these Bodies on their arrival and to act in close collabora- 
tion Mth them. 

2. That the draft telegram to General Dupont (see Annex C) should be 

accepted and despatched through Marshal Foch.) 

2. M. Balfour asked, in connection with the previous resolution, whether 
the troops, which might have to be despatched to Upper 
troops fm ^ Silesia at very short notice, were now ready. 

\n Upper\sL^ia^ GENERAL Weygand said that it had only been decided that 
the troops for Upper Silesia should be formed out of four equal 
Allied contingents (see h. d. 27 ,^ Minute 7 , and Appendix F). On the same 
day that the decision had been taken. Marshal Foch had been requested to 
study the method of victualling and the distribution of the troops in Silesia, 
ill collaboration with the Military Representatives at Versailles. The 
Military Representatives had referred the matter to their respective Govern- 
ments, and had not yet replied. He did not think that the discussions between 
Marshal Foch and the Military Representatives would be particularly fruit- 
ful, since the supposed difficulty of victualling did not exist. Far more compli- 
cated problems of the same kind had been solved in the past. There remained, 
however, the question of the total strength of effectives. On the proposal of 

■ ■ ''3'. No.'ll. 

..474 



the Military Representatives one Division had been considered sufficient. 
This figure had been arrived at before the appearance of the existing diffi- 
culties. When one Division had been decided upon, the military probleni 
consisted only in maintaining order in a tranquil country. At the present 
moment, the country, which contained four million inhabitants, 360,000 of 
whom were labourers, was in a state of ferment and insurrection. The fact 
that these insurgents had disarmed troops should not be lost sight of; for it 
showed they were capable of military action. In his opinion, two Divisions 
were required under present circumstances. His opinion had been formed 
without local knowledge, and it W'ould be advisable to ask General Dupont, 
who w^as proceeding to Silesia, to report on the matter. In the meanvvdiile, 
however, independently of anything that General Dupont might ultimately 
say, two Divisions ought to be put into a state of military preparedness. 

M. Tittoni said that he had no objection to a simple military occupation 
of Silesian territory ; but that if fighting occurred, parliamentary difficulties 
might arise in the Allied countries, and the idea that we were carrying out 
repressive measures might gain ground. The revolution in Silesia had an 
essentially Polish character. Was it not therefore desirable to obtain a 
declaration from the Polish Government, telling the local Polish population 
to receive our troops in a friendly spirit, and assist them as much as possible? 

Mr. Balfour said that the despatch of troops was part of a policy decided 
upon. All that could be done, therefore, w^as to have the troops in a state of 
readiness. 

M. Tittoni replied that he did not question Mr. Balfour’s statement but 
thought that a proclamation from the Polish Government would be of great 
help. He had interpreted General Weygand’s statement in the sense that 
severe repressions might occur. 

M. Glemengeau replied that he did not think the question arose, since the 
Poles would obviously welcome our assistance against the Germans. 

Mr, Polk stated that he doubted whether authority existed under the 
American constitution for the United States to send troops into Silesia for 
the purpose of quelling a revolution in that country, since the Treaty with 
Germany provided only for troops of occupation during the Plebiscite. If 
the matters under discussion dealt simply with preliminary arrangements for 
the eventual despatch of troops, he was prepared to agree, but he could not 
commit himself to the despatch of forces for the purpose of quelling the 
revolution. 

General Weygand said that when one Division had been decided upon 
for the Army of Occupation, during the Plebiscite in Upper Silesia, it had 
further been decided that the Force in question should be drawn from the 
Army of Occupation on the Rhine. At that time it had been decided to 
maintain a Force of 150,000 men on the Rhine. Subsequently, however, this 
figure had been reduced to 114,000 men. Marshal Foch had thought that 
the troops necessary for Upper Silesia should be formed from the 36,000 men 
who became available owing to the reduction in the original figure. As an 
example, France had six Divisions, i.e. 85,000 men, formed for the Army of 
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Occupation in Germany, and one extra contingent for Silesia, Marshal Foch 
. would like the British Government to get ready, in addition to the mixed 
brigade detailed for the Rhine, a supplementary contingent which could be 
drawn upon for Silesia. He also wished that the American Government 
would provide a force available for Silesia in addition to the 6,800 men which 
was its share in the Army of Occupation on the Rhine. 

Mr. Balfour said that Field-Marshal Wilson had arrived in Paris and he 
would like General Weygand to consult with him on the present question. 

Mr. Polk remarked that General Weygand might also confer with General 
Pershing. 

(It was decided; — 

1. That Marshal Foch should he requested to make all arrangements 

necessary for putting two Divisions, which might ultimately be 
despatched to Upper Silesia on the orders of the Council, in a state 
of readiness. 

2. That, General Weygand should consult with Field-Marshal Wilson and 

General .Pershing with regard to the furnishing of British and 
American troops for Upper Silesia from sources other than the Army 
of Occupation on the Rhine.) 

3 . (At this point M. Serruys, Mr. Headlam-Moriey, the experts of the 
Economic Commission, and the Editing Committee entered 
Report of the ^the room.) 

Economic Commis- 
sion with regard to M. Serruys read and commented upon the report con- 
the Austrian tained in Appendix D.4 

Counter-Proposals 

(i) Coal Supply to Austria: 

The question before the Council was whether the supply of coal to Austria 
from Poland and Tchecho-Slovakia should be guaranteed by a special clause 
in the Peace Treaty. The opinion of the Italian Delegation had been that it 
should. The other solution was, that the guarantee should be obtained by 
clauses in the Peace Treaties with Small States. 

M, Tittoni said that he agreed to the guarantee being given in the Treaty 
with Tchecho-Slovalda; but the Treaty with Poland had already been signed. 

M. Serruys said that an additional clause might be inserted in the Polish 
Treaty, but remarked that Italy would obviously obtain more coal from 
Tchecho-Slovalda than from Poland. 

M. Tittoni suggested that the question could be referred to the Goal 
Committee, which could consult with [the] Economic Commission as to the best 
method of securing the necessary guarantees; and could advise the Council 
as to which Treaty it had better be included in. He did not insist on any 
alteration in the Peace Treaty with Austria. 

(It was agreed that the question of obtaining the necessary guarantees for 

a coal supply by Czecho- Slovakia and Poland to Austria, to the new States 

Not printed. The report, dated August 13, 1919, drew the attention of the Supreme 
Council to the questions enumerated below. 
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created from the oH Austro-HuBgarian Empire, and tlie territories of that 
Empire ceded to the Allies, should be referred to the Coal. Committee and 
to the EcoB-omic Commission jointly. The above Comniissions should 
report to the Coimcil on the Peace Treaties in which the clauses ensuring 
t.lie above guarantees should be inserted.) 

(2) Articles 22J and 226^ of the Peace Treaty with Austria: Subject of Nationalities: 

[Not printed.]^ 

(3) The solidarity between the old Austro-Hungarian Empire and the new Austrian 
Republic: 

The Council was called upon to consider the Austrian contention that 
there was a complete break of historical continuity between the old Austro- 
Hungarian Empire and the new Austrian Republic, 

M. Serruys, in drawing the attention of the Council to the above point, 
said that almost every clause in the existing Peace Treaty with Austria was 
dependent upon the standpoint previously adopted by the Council. The 
Economic Commission, however, could not assume a final decision without 
a definite ruling from the Council on the point in question. 

Mr. Balfour said that it was obvious that the previous decision of the 
Council of Four must be upheld. The new Austrian Republic was in an 
absolutely different position from the other States which had arisen out of 
the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The former was an enemy 
State, and the latter were now friendly and allied Powers. On the other hand, 
it was in the interests of the Allied and Associated Powers that the financial 
and economic clauses of the Peace Treaty with Austria should be framed in 
such a way that ruin and bankruptcy should not be forced upon the Austrian 
Republic. The result of this would be that the Government at Vienna would 
think that their only hope of salvation lay in joining the German Empire. 
If any changes were to be made in the Peace Treaty, he thought they ought 
to be carried out with the above object. 

M, Glemenceau asked whether it was decided that the Austrian contention 
contained in Letter No. 7077 was rejected. 

Mr. Balfour replied in the affirmative but added that he thouglit some 
of the objections raised by the Austrian Delegation were valid. For this 
reason, he reserved to himself the right to propose modifications in the 
Financial and Economic Glauses when they came up for final discussion. 

M. Tittoni said that he wished to make a reservation. Mr. Balfour’s 
proposal, if accepted, would result in a lessening of the total guarantees to 

s The numbering is that of the draft of July 20, 1919. See No. 21, note 8. 

^ The resolution adopted by the Supreme Council on this item is printed by N. Almond 
and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., p. 612. The matter was raised by the Economic Commission in 
the light of the observations of the Austrian Delegation upon the nationality clauses. A 
translation of these observations is printed, ibid. pp. €07-12. 

" The Austrian note, No. 707, dated July 12, 1919, and its enclosures are printed in 
Bericht uber die Tdtigkeit dcr deutschosterreichischen Friedensdelegation in St. Germain-en-Laye, voi. i, 
pp. 366-4.18. 
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be obtained from Austria. If Mr. Balfour proposed a more equitable distribu- 
tion of guarantees among tlie States of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, 
he agreed ; but he insisted that the total amount of Reparation due to the 
Allies should not, on that account, be diminished. For this reason, if Mr. 
Balfour proposed to lessen the reparation payable by Austria, he would 
maintain that a corresponding increase should be placed upon the obligations 
of the other States of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire. 

(After some further discussion, it was agreed that the question of the 
Financial and Economic guarantees should be adjourned until the con- 
sideration by the Council of the final reply to the Austrian Note.) 

(4) Economic Clauses in the Peace Treaty with Austria. 

(After some further discussion, it was agreed that the modifications intro- 
duced into the Economic Clauses of the Peace Treaty Avith Austria should 
be communicated by the Economic Commission to the States concerned, 
who should report, in writing, through their Delegations, any observations 
that they had to offer to the Supreme Council by Monday, August 25th.) 

(4) Distribution of funds accumulated in social insurance schemes amongst States 
deriving territory from the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. 

M. Serruys said that in order to ensure a satisfactory solution of the 
problem, it had been suggested by the Italian Delegation that the matter 
should be determined by an arbitrator appointed by the League of Nations, 
if disagreement arose. 

M. Tittoni said that, as the Covenant of the League of Nations provided 
for arbitration in such cases as these, he could [?not] see why special bodies 
should be called into existence for settling disputes of this nature. If they 
were called upon to adjudicate in questions arising out of insurance funds, 
other bodies would be called into existence for other problems, and, in 
referring the matter to the League of Nations, he considered that the Italian 
Delegation was doing no more than calling upon that organization to carry 
out some of its recognised functions. 

(It was decided that the following point should he laid before the Drafting 
Committee for report : — 

Since numerous points in the Peace Treaty had to be settled by Conven- 
tions between the States concerned, what procedure was to be followed, 
and what form of arbitration adopted, if one of the States opposed the 
decisions ? Was the procedure laid down in Article 13 of the Covenant of 
the League of Nations adequate and sufficient ?) 

Austrian Insurance Companies, The question before the Council was the 
retention or rejection of Article 12 in Section 5 of the Peace Treaty with 
Austria. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had been advised by his expert that the clause 
in question had first been proposed by the Belgian Delegation. After some 
discussion it had been so amended as to become almost inoperative. The 
British Delegation and the Five Principal Powers thought that it ought to be 
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suppressed. The Belgian Delegation, however, desired its retention, even in 
its present form. 

(After some further discussion it was decided that Ai-ticle 12 of Section 5 
of the Peace Treaty with Austria deahng with the suppression of Insuxaii.ce 
Contracts between an Austrian Insurance Company and its nationals, 
‘under conditions which shall protect its nationals from any prejudice’, 
should be suppressed.) 

At this point Mr. Serrtiys, Mr. Headlam-Morley, and the other experts 
left the room. 

4. At this stage Gapt. Roper entered the room. 

Captain Roper reported on the answer to the request of 
^WafMateridT Supreme Council (see h. d. 25-148) on the subject of the 
Germany alienation of aeronautical material by the German 

Government. (See Appendix E.) The Committee on Aerial 
Glauses had attempted, without arriving at a unanimous agreement, to find 
a legal argument, whereby the German Government coulcl be forbidden to 
alienate its aeronautical material. It had, however, been discovered, that 
in the Brussels Convention the Germans had agreed not to sell their war 
material, whilst the aforesaid Convention remained in force. One member 
of the Committee had thought that the Brussels Convention terminated with 
the raising of the blockade, and that this had removed the obligations remain- 
ing on the German Government. The majority of the Committee, however, 
thought that the raising of the blockade, being an advantage to the German 
people, could not destroy the obligations which they had accepted, in order 
to obtain the advantages which accrued to them under the Brussels Conven- 
tion. The legal point at issue was whether the Supreme Economic Council 
had been right in stating that the prohibition on the sale of aeronautical 
material would remain in force until the end of the armistice, that is to say, 
until the complete ratification of the Peace Treaty, Another question arose, 
which was whether the Supreme Economic Council was entitled to decide 
on such a point. The Supreme Council is the only judge of the matter. An 
obvious obligation is imposed by the Peace Treaty with Germany, since, if 
the German Government alienated its material before the ratification of the 
Treaty, they would not be able to make the deliveries called for under that 
document. This point had been unanimously admitted by the Committee 
on Aerial Glauses. This might be regarded as a form of moral obligation 
which the Germans had acknowledged, as far as war material was concerned, 
in their letter to General Nudant, dated August 6th, 1919. (See Appendix E.) 

General Weygand said that General Yudenitch was at present asking 
for permission to purchase from Germany Russian war material previously 
captured by the former power. Gzecho-Slovakia was making a similar request 
to be allowed to purchase war material from Bavaria. He thought that the 
two questions should be considered conjointly. 

Captain Roper suggested that the principle of Allied ownership of war 

® No. 29, minute 14. See also No. 32, minute g. 
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material in the hands of Germany should first be upheld. Thereafter the 
Allies might grant special authorisations for the sale of such material. 

M. Glemenceau agreed -with this proposal, and suggested that, in accor- 
dance with the above principle, sales to General Yudenitch and the Czecho- 
slovaks might be authorised at once. 

M. Tittoni said, that as General Yudenitclfs request for financial and 
material assistance could not be granted, it was incumbent upon the Council 
to accede to his wishes in this respect. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the entire question might be referred to the 
proposed advance Delegations of the Commissions of Control, which were 
about to proceed into Germany. 

Admiral Knapp said that he had been a member of the Committee on 
Aerial Glauses, but had entertained certain doubts as to the legal position. 
His opinion had been that the Brussels Convention had not been binding on 
Germany after the Convention had lapsed. Morally he had not felt any 
doubt in the matter. If the majority point of view were to prevail, Germany 
would be restrained from consummating any future sales to neutrals, and 
would therefore be obliged to turn over to the Allies any sums which she had 
realised in the past. 

Mr. Balfour said that as everybody was agreed as to the existence of a 
moral obligation upon the German Government, he thought it would be 
best to make a specific demand on Germany, leaving it to her to bring 
forward such legal objections as might be made. He wished that the draft 
telegram to be sent to the German Government should be placed before the 
Council on the following day. 

(It was agreed that the Allied and Associated Powers should inform Ger» 
many that they maintain the principle that Germany should not alienate 
its war material, more particularly material of an aeronautical description. 
xAt the same time, the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, by virtue 
of their rights of propriety over this material, should reserve to themselves 
the right to grant special licences in certain cases. 

It was further decided that, in execution of the above resolution, a 
special authorisation should be granted to Germany for the sale of material 
asked for by General Yudenitch, and by the Czecho-Slovak Government. 
A draft telegram on the above lines, to be sent to General Nudaiit, should 
be prepared by General Weygand and submitted for approval at the next: 
meeting of the Council.) 


5. The Council took note of the telegram from the French Minister at 
. . Belgrade (Annex [Appendix] F). 

tionl^huhe BanL that he thought explanations should be 

asked for from Bucharest. 

Mr. Balfour said that whilst agreeing with M. Tittoni, he thought it essen- 
tial that the Government at Bucharest should be informed that the frontiers 
laid down by the Supreme Council in the Banat and elsewhere, were final. 
(It v/as decided that M. Pichon should send a telogram to the French 
Minister at Bucharest in the name of the Supreme Council, asking for 
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further information on the intentions of the Roumanian G-overniiieiit 
regard to the Banat. He should also inform the Roumanian Government 
that the frontiers laid dov/n hy the Council in the Banat and elsewhere, 
were final.) 

6. M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Hoover to make a statement with regard to 

the situation in Hungary. 

^Hungary that he had little to add to his statement on 

the previous day. He did not think that it v/ouid require much 
pressure to dispossess the Archduke of the Throne that lie had seized. 

Mr. Balfour proposed that a telegram which he had drafted (see 
Annex [Appendix] G) should be despatched. 

(After som,e discussion it was agreed that the telegram drafted by Mr, Bal- 
four should be published immediately, » and sent to the Mission of Allied. 
Generals at Budapest.) 

Mr. Hoover then read a further telegram from Mr. Gregory at Budapest 
(see Annex [Appendix] H). 

M. Glemengeau said that the telegram in question made it all the more 
necessary to send off Mr. Balfour’s despatch. 

7. The Council took note of the letter from Marshal Foch on the subject of 
the use of the Port of Dantzig and the Kiel Canal (see Annex 

General Weygand said that the use of the Port of Dantzig was connected 
with the Polish question, which was now very acute. Although Marshal Foch 
was in agreement with the German proposals,” he did not think that the 
discussion could be continued at the present time. 

The question was therefore adjourned. 

8. The Committee took note of Marshal Foch’s proposals with regard to the 
immediate despatch of certain members of the Inter-Allied Commissions of 
Control into Germany (see Annex [Appendix] J) . 

Mr. Polk stated that he agreed with Marshal Foch’s conclusions but that 
he was unable to send any American Delegates until the ratification of the 
Treaty of Peace. He agreed, however, that General Bliss should be kept 
informed of the action taken by the advanced Delegations. 

(It was decided that Marshal Foch’s proposals with regard to the immediate 
despatch into Germany of Delegations representing the Commissions of 
This telegram was published with verbal variation in the British press on August 
1919. 

Not printed. This letter, dated August 18, 1919, reported upon the progress of the 
negotiations with the German Government initiated through General Nudant in accordance 
with the decision of the Supreme Council of July 21, 1919 (see No. 16, minute 4, and 
note n below). 

” On August 15, 1919, the German Government had telegraphed that; (i) it did not 
recognise an obligation on its part to authorize the passage through Danzig of material for 
the Polish army, a thesis with which Marshal Foch fully concurred; (ii) it was, however, 
prepared to enter into negotiations upon the matter; (iii) it seemed opportune to bring such 
negotiations within the framework of those already being conducted in Berlin between the 
German and Polish Governments. 



Control, sliould be accepted; and that the representation of the United 
States on the aforesaid Delegations should be held in abeyance for the 
present. 

General Weygaud was instructed to draft a letter for communication 
to the Germau Governrneut mforming them of the above proposals.) 


9. 

Use by the British and [Not printed] 

American Armies of roll- 
ing-stock taken over by 
[^rom] the Germans wider 
the Armistice 


10. (It was decided that the proposal of the Committee s upervising the execu- 
„ , , . , tion of the clauses of the Peace Treaty with Germany (see 

fdf-- Appendix L“) should be adopted). 

Mhleswig Lommtssion ^ ^ ' r 1 

suggesting despatch of 
one member to Flensburg 

The meeting then adjourned. 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

August 22, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 40 

A. R. A., Received Aug. 22, igig. 
VIENNA. Aug. 21, igig, 7.30 p.m. 13X go 100. 

Hoover, Paris. For action. 

Following received over phone from Mahrisch Ostrau: 

‘Insurrectionists retiring to Poland have taken with them 'several hundred 
hostages. Germans have numerous prisoners including a number of Polish soldiers 
in uniform. Am leaving for Poland and will attempt to secure immediately return 
of all hostages. In the meantime have arranged with commanding general for 
suspension of execution by Germans until tomorrow morning. Hope in meantime 
to negotiate some arrangement between Germans and Poles. If possible secure 
authority for me from Entente and Germany to act as arbitrator in present situa- 
tion until arrival Upper Silesian Commission. Under martial law Germans will 
doubtless execute many prisoners including Polish soldiers unless arrangements can 
be made to turn them over to Polish military authorities for discipline. To avoid 
further clashes hope to arrange this. Goodyear.’ 

Gregory, g p.m. 

Not printed. The proposal, made by the committee in a note dated August 20, 1919, 
was that one member of the International Commission for the Schleswig plebiscite, then 
assembled at Copenhagen, should be sent to Flensburg and that the German Government 
be informed and requested that this delegate of the Commission be authorized to establish 
contact with the German authorities throughout the plebiscite zone with a view to pre- 
paring for the operation of the International Commission. 
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Appendix B to NO; 40 

Telegramme. Berlin, le 21 aoilt igig a ly h. 2g 
regu le 22 d 0 k. go. 

Les Allemands et les Polonais \dennent de se mettre d’accord sur les points 
suivants : 

1° les Allemands ne procederont plus a aucune execution, 

2° une commission interalliee partira demain pour la Haute-Silesie, 

30 la delegation polonaise” partira pour Vai'sovie; elle y restera jusqu’a ce qiie 
la mission interalliee ait presente son rapport, 

4° demain a 10 heures aura lieu une seance de cloture; a Tissue de la seance la 
delegation polonaise quittera Berlin. 

L’Assembiee Nationale a constitue le comite des affaires exterieures prevu par 
Tarticle 35 de la Constitution. Scheidemann en est le president, Haussmann ie 
vice-president ; les socialistes y sont representes par Braun (Franconie) , Hildenbrand, 
Stucklen [PStiickeln], et W elss, le centre par Florschel, Pfeiffer, Tricorn [PTrirnborn], 
les democrates par Scliiffer et von Richtofen, les nationaux allemands par Graefe 
et Traub, le parti populaire allemand par Heinze. La commission chargee de 
Texamen de la question des responsabilites s’est egalement constituee aujourd’hui 
sous la presidence du democrate Petersen; le depute Spahn du centre a ete 
nonime vice-president. Les seances seront publiques. 

Haguenin 


Appendix G to No. 40 
Telegramme adresse au General Dupont 

Se referant a votre telegramme N°- ...” nous comprenons que la Commission 
composee de vous-meme, du General Malcolm et du General Bencivenga va se 
transporter en Haute-Silesie. La Conference desire que vous acceleriez votre 
voyage et que des votre arrivee vous vous adjoigniez le Colonel Goodyear comme 
representant americain de votre Commission. 

Le Colonel Goodyear a ete le representant du Gonseil Supreme Economique 
pour la distribution du charbon et il est maintenant en Haute-Silesie a Mahrisch- 
Ostrau. f 

La delegation americaine a recu ce matin du Colonel Goodyear le telegramme 
suivant qui indique ce qu’il fait actuellement ‘ . . . 

Notre desir est que toutes les questions soient prises en mains par la Commission 
comme formant un tout. 

En meme temps, nous avisons le Colonel Goodyear de ces arrangements et nous 
lui donnons les instructions pour continuer ses efforts dans le sens indique par iui, 
jusqu’a notre [? votre] arrivee. 

La Conference envisage que tout ce qui est possible doit ^tre fait par la Com- 
mission pour arriver au retablissement de Tordre et elle espere que Finfluence 
personnelle des membres de la Commission s’y employera. La Commission devra 
tenir la Conference au courant et notamment telegraphier des son arrivee quelle 
est la situation exacte et le plan qu’elle propose. 

Pour votre information nous vous avisons qu’actuellement en Tetat de ses 


” See No. 17, minute 8. 


” Omission in original. 



renseignements la Conference considere que les seules solutions pour assurer la 
securite et pour assurer egalement la production du charbon, consiste [,«r] dans 
Foccupation immediate par les troupes alliees. 

Gela lie pent etre fait sans Faccord de rAllemagne jusqu’a 15 jours apres la 
ratification du Traite. D’autre part, FAllemagne doit souffrir grandement du fait 
de la destruction et de I’arret de la production. 

Une suggestion non officielle a ete fait[e] , par le canal de la Delegation allemande 
a Versailles, pour que le Gouvernement allemand demande Foccupation immediate. 
Gonformement au Traite cette occupation va en tous cas etre inevitable dans 
quelques semaines. Veuillez nous donner votre avis sur les effectifs necessaires a 
cette occupation dans les circonstances actuelles. 

Nous vous informons d’ailleurs qu’une Commission speciale et technique est 
envoyee par nous a Mahrisch-Ostrau pour etudier les moyens d’augmenter la 
production du charbon et sa distribution non seulement en Haute-Silesie, mais 
aussi a Teschen, a Dombrowa et autres bassins miniers voisins. Cette Commission 
comprendra non seulement des delegues des quatre Puissances, mais encore un 
delegue tcheco-slovaque et un deMgue polonais. Nous avons invite les Allemands 
a y cooperer par la designation d’un membre. Cette Commission arrivera jeudi. 
L’Amerique y a d^signe le Colonel Goodyear comme son representant. 

Appendix E to No. 40 
Document i 

Le General Duval^ President de la Commission des Clauses Aenennes^ d Monsieur le 
President du Conseil Supreme de la Conference de la Paix 

PARIS, le ly aout igig. 

J’ai rhonneur de vous soumettre Fexpose de Fopinion de la Commission des 
Clauses Aeriennes, reunie le jeudi 14 aout 1919, sur la demande du Conseil 
Supreme, pour etudier a nouveau le texte des trois resolutions prises par le Conseil 
du 6 aout 1919, au sujet de la vente par le Gouvernement Allemand de Materiel 
Aeronautique.® 

La Commission a tout d’abord admis a Funanimite: 

A. Que doit etre considere comme materiel de guerre : 

1° Tout le materiel construit avant la signature de Farmistice : 

2° Tout le materiel qui se trouvait en cours de construction, lots de cette 
signature: 

3° Tout le materiel qui a ete construit depuis cette date, d’apres les plans 
utilises avant Farmistice. 

B. Que pourraient etre consideres comme aeronefs civils des aeronefs construits 
posterieurement a Farmistice et sur des plans entiei'ement nouveaux, mais qu’il 
est a pen pres certain qu’il n’existe actuellement en Allemagne aucun appareil 
repondant a cette condition et pouvant etre ii juste titre appele ‘aeronef civil’. 

G. Qu’il n’existe actuellement aucune difference veritable entre les aeronefs dits 
civils et les aeronefs militaires et qu’il faut considerer comme aeronefs militaires 
tous les aeronefs recemment transforines en aeronefs dits civils. 

D. Qu’a plus forte raison doivent etre consideres comme ‘materiel de guerre’ 
les 500 moteurs vises dans la 3® resolution du Conseil Supreme du 6 aout, piiisque 
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ces 500 moteurs ont ete capture par I’Allemagne sur des appareils appartenant 
aux Puissances Alliees ou Associees. 

La Commission a ensuite recherche, dans les textes officiels existants, les bases 
d’une argumentation tendant a interdire a rAlIemagne Texportation de son 
materiel aeronautique : 

I® Dans le texte de la Convention d’Armistice, il n’existe aucune disposition 
utilisabie. Seule etait prevue la rendition d’lme certaine quantite de 
materiel, le surplus n’etait pas vise. 

2" Dans le Traite de Paix, il n’existe aucune disposition applicable, a la periode 
anterieure a la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, c’est-a-dire a la rati- 
fication. 

3° Dans ia Convention de Bruxelles seulement apparait I’interdiction formelle 
d’exporter certain materiel designe sous forme de iiste, dans un telegramme 
en date du 25 mars 1919, adresse par ie Gonseil Supreme au Gouvernement 
Allemand par I’intermediaire de la Commission Interalliee d’Armistice. 

Mais la Convention de Bruxelles a cesse d’etre en vigueur le 12 juillet 1919 — 
date de la levee du blocus. 

Quel est alors le regime a appliquer entre cette date du 12 juillet 1919 et la date 
a iaquelle le Traite de Paix sera applicable? 

Le telegramnie susvise du Gonseil Supreme Economique specific que P expor- 
tation des articles mentionnes ‘materiel de guerre etc. . . .’ sera interdite pendant 
toute la duree de I’armistice et ceci conduirait jusqu’a la date de la ratification du 
Traite de Paix. La majorite des membres de la Commission des Glauses Aeriennes 
pense, en outre, que la levee du blocus ne saurait relever les Allemands de I’engage- 
ment pris par eux a Bruxelles de renoncer a toute exportation du materiel design^, 
engagement qui leur valait un desserrement du Blocus et un ravitaillement imm^- 
diat. La levee du blocus etant une amelioration a leur sort et une favour plus 
grande ne peut delier i’Aliemagne de ses obligations anterieurement acceptees. 

Neanmoins, certains membres de la Commission des Clauses Aeriennes ont mis 
en doute la competence du Gonseil Supreme Economique iorsqu’il a declare, dans 
son tdegramme, que la prohibition d’exportation durerait jusqu’a la fin de I’Ar- 
mistice, c’est-a-dire au dela de la duree de la Convention de Bruxelles en vertu de 
Iaquelle etait dressee la liste prohibitive. 

Le Gonseil Supreme de la Conference de la Paix peut seul juger de la valeur 
de cette decision du Gonseif Supreme Economique, decision contre Iaquelle le 
Gouvernement Allemand n’a eleve aucune protestation. 

Aucun argument legal n’a done pu etre retenu a I’unanimite par la Commission 
des Glauses Aeriennes, mais il y a un argument moral en faveur de la prohibition 
d’exportation du materiel aeronautique allemand et ia Commission des Glauses 
Aei’iennes pense k I’unaniraite que; 

1° Le materiel aeronautique fait partie du materiel de guerre. 

2° Le materiel de gueiTe devant etre livre aux termes du Traite de Paix par 
i’Ailemagne aux Etats Allies et Associes ne doit pas ^tre exporte avant la 
ratification du dit Traite de Paix. 

3° D’ou il r^sulte que le materiel aeronautique — meme les avions dits civils — 
ne doit pas Atre exporte. 

D’ailleurs cette obligation morale a et^ reconnue par ecrit, par le Gouvernement 
Allemand iui-meme dans la lettre en date du 6 aout 1919, adressee par le President 
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de ia Commission Allemande d’ Armistice an President de la Commission Inter- 
alliee d’Armistice, le General Nudant. 

Gopie de cette lettre ci-jointe. 

Document 2 

Translation. 

AAi 1 1, 7207] Le President de la Commission allemande d^ armistice au President de 
la Commission Interalliee d^ Armistice 

Objet; Vente d’avions. A la Note du 20 juillet N® 1441/G. 

La reponse aux notes du General Nudant, au sujet de I’exportation d’avions n’a 
pas ete faite parce que la liste d’ interdiction pour I’exportation de marcliandises 
determinees reposant sur le Gouvernement [? regime] de Bi’uxelles a perdu entre 
temps sa raison d’etre par suite de la levee du blocus. Cette liste d’interdiction 
avait eu comme resultat pour le Gouvernement allemand la situation suivante : 

Dans la liste d’interdiction les avions ne sont pas nominativement mentionnes. 
Gependant les avions tombaient sous I’acceptation materierde guerre pour autant 
qu’il s’agissait parmi ceux-ci d’appareils militaires c|ui etaient destines a dtre 
employes a des buts militaires par I’etranger. Par suite, il y avait une distinction 
a faire entre les avions militaires dont I’exportation etait interdite et les avions pour 
des buts civils qui n’etaient pas sounds a des interdictions d’exportations. Le 
Gouvernement allemand a sevi contre I’exportation d’avions militaires ou de 
pieces de ces appareils aussitot qu’il a eu connaissance de cas de ce genre. 
Actueliement, en ce qui concerne I’exportation d’avions du cote allemand, on 
agira d’apres les dispositions etablies dans le Ti'aite de Paix, 

En ce c|ui concerne la plainte eleVee par le Marechal Foch dans son telegramme 
du 14 juin N® 2930 au sujet de I’exportation d’anciens appareils militaires en pays 
scandinaves une enquete n’a pu etre faite par suite du manque de renseignements 
d6tailies. 

Diisseldorf, le 6 aout 1919 
Signe: Wilms 

T'ransmis a M. le Marechal Commandant Le General Nudant, 

en Chef les Armies Alliees, President de la G. LA. P. 

4 bis, Bd, des Invalides, Paris. Signe . . . 

Appendix F to No. 40 

BELGRADE, U 20 aOUt IQig. 

Copie Tel. 

Le President du Gonseil vient de me faire part des nouvelles inquietantes que le 
Gouvernement S.H.S. regoit de Bucarest. 

M. Bratiano continue sa propagande; il reclame le Banat jusqu’a la Tisza; 
M. Marghiloman’^ le soutient et declare qu’on le prendra par Farmee s’il le faut, 
que, d’ailleurs, les Grandes Puissances ne peuvent rien pour s’y opposer. Tous 
deux refuscnt de reconnaitre la delimitation qui a ete faite dans le Banat. Certains 
diplomates a Bucarest sont anxieux et admettent que la Roumanie est a la veille 
de commettre un acte de folie. 

^5 Roumanian conservative statesman and former prime minister. 
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En Transylvanie, il y a deja (?) divisions roumaines d’iiifanterie et deux de 
cavalerie ; on croit qu’elles vont recevoir Pordre d’envahir le Baiiat serbe. 

Les Serbes sont decides a se defendre queique grande que soit leur fatigue. 
Retablira-t-on I’efiet du decret de demobilisation de 3 classes territoriales signe 
Iiier par le Pi'ince Regent? 

L’Etat-Major serbe pense qu’il devra envoyer des renforts dans le Banat. 

Le Gouvernement S.H.S. s’adresse a la Conference et iui demancle instarnmeiit 
de prendre une decision qui mette fin aux machinations de M. Bratiano et de 
declarer formellement que la repartition du Banat et sa delimitation doivent etre 
considerees comme definitives. G’est ce cjue je disais deja dans mes telegrammes 
Nos 341 et 342, et ma depeche 428. La Conference a assume une veritable respon- 
sabilite vis-a-vis des Serbes en les obligeant a evacuer dans le Banat des points 
strategiques qu’ils ont du remettre aux Roumains et des territoires dont la popula- 
tion magyare et schvvabe voulait, en cas de conflit, marcher aux cotes des Serbes 
centre les Roumains. 

Le Gouvernement S.H.S. a re^u des Tchecjues un avertissement pressant de se 
tenir sur ses gardes. De Budapest viennent les renseignements les plus alarmants 
sur les intentions agressives des Roumains. Sur la nouvelle frontiere dans le Banat 
regne une grande nervosite provoquee par les menaces des Roumains. 

Ge soir, le Gonseil des Ministres a envisage I’eventualite d’une nouvelle mobili- 
sation generale, alors C|u’hier il avait fait signer un premier decret de demobili- 
sation. 

II est d’extreme urgence de prononcer des paroles decisives. 

Fontenay 


Appendix G to No. 40 

Teligramme adressi par le Conseil Supreme d la Mission Inter alliee de Generaux d 
Budapest 

The Allied and Associated Powers have been further considering the information 
derived from your reports and from other sources as to recent events in Budapest; 
their conclusions are as follows : 

They are most anxious to conclude a durable peace with the Hungarian people, 
but they feel that this cannot be done while the present Hungarian Government 
is in power. That Government has been brought into existence not by the will of 
the people but by a coup d'etat carried out by a small body of police under the 
protection of a foreign army. It has at its head a member of the House of Hapsburg, 
whose policy and ambition were largely I'esponsible for the calamities under which 
the world is suffering, and will long suffer. A peace negotiated by such a Govern- 
ment is not likely to be lasting, nor can the Allied and Associated Governmexits 
give it the economic support which Hungary so sorely needs. 

If it be replied that the Archduke Joseph is prepared, before approaching the 
Allied and Associated Governments, to submit his claims to the test of popular 
election, we must reply that this procedure cannot be satisfactory if the election is 
carried out under the auspices of an administration which the Archduke himself 
controls. The difficulties in the way of obtaining, by election, a faithful reflexion 
of the popular will, are, in the present unhappy state of Hungary, of the most 
serious kind. They would be overwhelming if the election were carried out under 
Hapsburg influences. Even if the Assembly elected under such circumstances 
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were realiy representative, no one would think so. In the interests, therefore, of 
European Peace the Allied and Associated Governments must insist that the 
present claimant to the headship of the Plungarian State should resign, and that 
a Government in which all parties are represented should appeal to the Hungarian 
people. The Allied and Associated Pow-ers would be prepared to negotiate with 
any Government which possessed the confidence of an Assembly so elected. You 
should have this message published locally, 

22.8.19. 

Appendix H to No. 40 

A.R.A., Received Aug. 22, igig. 
VIENNA. August 22^ igig- . 7 x u 224 Rush. 

Hoover, Paris. For action. 

Ham No. 1192. At Conference yesterday afternoon, participated in by different 
parties in Hungary, it was determined to ask the Entente for a statement as to 
whether the Archduke was prMon[a] grata or not. In view of the repeated declara- 
tions which have been made directly and indirectly to the four generals and to 
other persons on this subject it would appear either that there is a studied attempt 
on the part of the Archduke and his man Friday, Friederich, to cause delays during 
which time the Roumanians continue to heavily propagandize the situation, or 
second, that the four generals to whom these instructions have been given have 
not with sufficient force conveyed and interpreted them to the members of the 
Government. In the meantime Roumanians are working very strongly with 
certain members of the Government who say that unless Entente gives dear answer to 
their question that it will [?be] best for them to throw their lot with the Roumanians. 
Naturally this talk is being made by the Archduke and Friederich, his prime 
minister, in view of the situation. Can you not arrange to have a direct and final 
answer given to these people upon this subject w^hich will settle this business once 
and for all? Gan you not do this today? 

Gregory. 1.23 p.m. 

Appendix J to No. 40 

G.Q.G.A., k ly aout igig. 

Etat-Major General N° 3940, 

Le iMarechal Foch^ Commandant en Chef les Armies Alliees^ a Monsieur le President du 
Conseil, President de la Conference de la Paix, (Secretariat de la Co?ifirence) 

Par iettre du 1 1 aout, la Delegation Allemande de Versailles a demande que, 
pour preparer, d’accord avec le Gouvernement Allemand, I’execution de la 
partie V du Traite de Paix concernant Parmee, la marine et Paeronauticiue, les 
Gouvernements Allies et Associes envoient a Berlin, le plus tot pos.sibie, urie 
Commission qualifiee. 

Les raisons indiquees par PAIlemagne: ndcessite de prendre le plus tot possible 
une .serie de mesures des plus importantes, financieres, legislatives, et administra- 
tives; interet d’eviter, des le debut, toute divergence de vues et de se garantir ainsi 
centre toute modification ulterieure aux mesures prises, ont une valeur indiscutable. 
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Du point cle vue des Puissances Alliees et Associees, le Marechal Focli a fait 
ressortir a plusieurs reprises combien il est utile que nos Commissions de Gontrole 
eiitrent en action des la mise en vigueur du Traite, suivant im plan bien arxete 
et avec les moyens necessaires. La proposition du Gouvernement allemand est de 
nature a faciliter et accelerer gi'andement le travail de ces Commissions. Elie 
semble done devoir etre retenue. 

D’autre part, etant donne que les Commissions de Gontrole, c|ui, aux termes du 
Traite, representent aupres du Gouvernement allemand les Gouvernements des 
Puissances Alliees et Associees, seront chargees de veiller a rexecution des clauses 
de la partie V du Traite, il y aurait les plus serieux inconvenients a faire traiter 
les questions dont il s’agit par une nouvelle Commission qui viendrait se juxtaposer 
et meme se superposer a elles. Il est demande, en consequence, c|ue la Commission 
qui sera envoyee a Berlin soit une sorte d’avant-garde des Commissions de Gon- 
trole, et soit composee ePun nombre reduit de membres de chacjue Puissance pris 
dans chacune des Commissions militaire,mavale et aerienne. Ces membres seront 
clioisis parmi les plus eleves en grade, etant donne la valeur des decisions qu’ils 
auront a prendre, ou, dans les cas importants, a soumettre au Gonseil Supreme 
des Gouvernements. 

Enfin, la note de la Delegation allemande paiie de negociatiom, de mesures a 
arreter, d^accord entre les Gouvernements Allies et Associes et le Gouvernement 
Allemand. Il semble necessaire d’etablir c|ue, si la Commission Alliee envoyee a 
Berlin doit prendre en serieuse consideration et examiner avec tout le soin voulu 
les observations et propositions du Gouvernement Allemand pour arriver a une 
ex(^cution pratique des clauses du Traite, il ue petit etre question de negociations 
proprement dites. Elle a seulement a regler les modalites d’ execution d’un Traite, 
qui n’est susceptible d’aucune modification. 

On a, en consequence, Fbonneur de soumettre au Gonseil Supreme des Gou- 
vernements la resolution suivante: 

‘Dans le but de preparer avec le Gouvernement Allemand I’execution des 
clauses militaires, naval es, aeriennes du Traite, chaque Commission de Gontrole 
eiiverra, le plus tot possible, a Berlin, une Delegation reduite composee du 
Pre^sident et des Membres les plus importants de cette Commission, de telle 
sorte que chaque Puissance, participant au Gontrole, y .soit representee. 

‘Ces Delegations ont pour mission de fixer, d’accord avec le Gouvernement 
allemand, les modalites d’execution des clauses de la partie V du Traite dc Paix, 
signe le 28 juin a Versailles, qui ne sont susceptibles d’aucune modification 
de principe, En cas de divergence persistante de vues avec le Gouvernement 
Allemand, comme en cas de decision particulierement importante, ces Dele- 
gations devront se referer au Gonseil Supreme des Gouvernements, par I’inter- 
mediaire du Marechal Foch. 

‘Le Marechal Foch est charge d’arreter la composition de ces Delegations et 
la date de ieur depart, et de les faire connaitre au Gouvernement Allemand. ’ 

P. O. le Major-General; 

Weygand 
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No. 41 


H. D. 37 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, 
August 23, igig, at 3.30 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F, L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, O.M., M.P.; secretaries, 
Mr. PI. Norman, Sir Geo. Clerk. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M. de St. Quentin. 
Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Col. U. S. Grant. British Empire: Lt.-Coni- 
mander Bell. France: Gapt. A. Portier, Italy: Lt.-Colonel Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Meyer. 


Roumanian Requisi- 
tions in Hungary 


I . Field-Marshal Sir H. Wilson, Mr. J. F. Dulles, and General Sackville- 
West, together with M. Loucheur and General Weygand 
were present. 

The Council took note of a draft telegram (see Appen- 
dix A), which it was proposed to send to the Roumanian Government at 
Bucarest in the name of the Council. 

M. Loucheur said that the telegram in question had been drafted by the 
Organisation Committee of the Reparations Commission. 


(It was decided that the telegram for commimicatioii to the Roumanian. 
Government at Bucarest, on the subject of the requisition of war material 
by the Roumanian Army in Hungary, should be accepted and despatched.) 

Mr. Polk informed the Council, that, when the Roumanians first showed 
an inclination to collect in Hungary whatever they thought due to them for 
reparation, he had asked the Government at Washington to stop the delivery 
of contracts undertaken between the United States and Roumania. The 
Roumanians had expressed indignation at this measure, but he thought it 
necessary to cut off all supplies to that country. He asked whether it had 
any other source of supply. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not know of any. 

General Weygand said that the Council had previously decided to supply 
war material to Roumania, some of which had not yet been delivered. 

M. Glemenceau said that the supplies not yet sent ought to be stopped. 

Mr. Balfour said that similar measures could be taken from London. 

Geneilal Weygand asked whether supplies for which payment had been 
made should also be stopped. 

M. Glemenceau said that they should. 

M. Tittoni said that the Council of Four had decided on a previous 
occasion to reduce the armaments of new states. This decision had never 
been put into effect. The Military Representatives at Versailles ought to 
have suggested concrete proposals, but had not done so. 
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General Sagkville-West said that a preliminary report had been given 
and a request made for further information on certain points : when this had 
been received a final report could be sent, 

M. Loijcheur said that he had been the Chairman of the Committee deal- 
ing with the question. He and his colleagues had wished to know what 
material had been sent to the small States, but the Military Representatives 
at Versailles wanted to know the total armament under the control of each 
separate State. This was information that could not be obtained, since the 
countries concerned would not supply the necessary data. The amount of 
material delivered by Great Britain, Italy, and other Powers, had been 
communicated to Versailles, who could now make a report. 

M. Tittoni, insisting on his previous point, stated that, despite the wish 
of the Council that armaments should be limited, so as to avoid future wars, 
no real effort w^as being made to impose this decision on the small States. It 
would appear that every nation was making further warlike preparations, 
which fact made the early solution of the question important. 

M. Clemengeau said that when the question had been discussed, he had 
made considerable reservations. He had not seen how such restrictions could 
be imposed upon victorious States by their own Allies. 

M. Tittoni remarked that some of the victorious countries appeared to be 
making ready for war. 

(It was decided that all delivery of war material, to Roumania by the 
Principal A.llied and Associated Powers should be stopped immediately, 
and that the proliibition should remain in force until further orders. The 
aforesaid prohibition was to extend to war material to be delivered under 
contract, and to war materials for which payment had been made.) 


2. The Council took note of a telegram from Colonel Goodyear on the subject 

of the situation in Silesia, (See Appendix B.) 
filesia^ M, LouGHEUR said that he and Mr. Hoover were going to meet 
the German Representatives at Versailles, who hoped that a reply 
from the German Government would be to hand during the course of the 
afternoon. 

Mr. Balfour said that it would be unwise to send the telegram drafted 
by the Organising Committee of the Reparations Commission until We knew 
whether the German Government w’^ould consent to the despatch of troops 
to Silesia, before the date specified in the Peace Treaty. 

M. Loucheur replied that the German Government’s consent was only 
necessary for the despatch of troops, and not for the Coal Committee. 

(M. Loucheur and Mr. J. F. Dulles then withdrew.) 

3. Mr, Balfour said that he desired to make an appeal to his colleagues of 

the Council. Under the provisions of the Peace Treaty, 
Gejman Prisoners Prisoners ought to be returned to their own country 

Countie7 ^ ratification. If the Parliaments of Italy, France and of 

other Allied countries had been able to ratify the Treaty, the 
prisoners would have been returned by now. He did not wish his colleagues 
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to think that this remark implied any criticism whatsoever upon the parlia- 
mentary procedure in Allied countries. He did, however, draw the attention 
of the Council to the fact that the result of the delay was extremely burden- 
some. He had been informed by Field-Marshal Wilson that there were 
220,000 prisoners in English hands, and that the cost of keeping them was 
^90,000 a day, that is, 000,000 in ii days. There was no military 
advantage to be gained from the retention of these prisoners. On the 
contrary, they detained British troops which were needed elsewhere. He 
hoped, therefore, that the Council might give a ‘bienveiliant’ consideration 
to the point that he laid before them. 

Mr. Polk said that the. same question arose for the United States. The 
Americans had 40,000 prisoners guarded by 10,000 men. The demobiliza- 
tion of the specially raised American Armies was proceeding, and by the 
30th September, the dissolution of the American War Forces should be 
complete. He had asked his legal advisers whether the prisoners in question 
might be transferred to another Power, and the answer had been, that, under 
the provisions of existing Treaties, such a transfer would not be legal. General 
Pershing had stated that the question was urgent. The total cost of paying 
the troops guarding the prisoners and of maintaining the prisoners them- 
selves came to about 2,000,000 dollars a month. 

Field-Marshal Wilson then said that the total number of troops necessary 
for the custody of German prisoners was 60,000. 

M. Clemengeau said that he approached the question from a different 
standpoint, in that he had 350,000 German prisoners employed in useful 
work on the devastated regions. He would therefore have preferred that the 
German prisoners should be transferred to him, so long as they remained 
under the control of the Government of the captor. Pie knew nothing of the 
legal aspect of the question of transfer, but wondered whether some form of 
contract could not be drawn up. Speaking frankly, he intended to return the 
German prisoners as late as he possibly could, but he had no intention of 
doing anything contrary to the provisions of the Peace Treaty. Whilst seeing 
the force of the British point of view, it did not seem to him possible to return 
the prisoners before the date stipulated under the Treaty. If, however, it 
were possible to do so, he wanted to retain the German prisoners in France 
to the last moment. The French Government had opened a discussion with 
the Austrian and Polish Governments with a view to obtaining labour for 
the devastated regions, and he had reasons for hoping that negotiations would 
be successful. The German prisoners did not work well, and they were under 
custody of young soldiers of 19 and 20 years of age, who could not exercise 
much control over them. On the other hand, he would rather have German 
prisoners than nobody. He asked on what date the Peace Treaty would be 
ratified in Allied countries. 

Mr. Balfour replied that he thought Great Britain would ratify on the 
loth September. 

M. Clemengeau said France would ratify about the 15th September. 

M. Tittoni gave the same date. 
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Mr. Polk said that America might ratify later, possibly on about the 
I St October. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that it was not necessary for the other Allied 
Powers to wait for America. The ratification by the British Colonies would 
be early in September. The Treaty would come fully into force when Great 
Britain, France and Italy had ratified it. 

M. Glemengeau said that in accordance with the dates just given, the 
Treaty would come into force in three weeks’ time. He suggested that Field- 
Marshal Wilson should consult with General Weygand. It would, of course, 
be understood that Great Britain should retain all her rights over the 
prisoners taken by her Armies. He suggested that some kind of transfer 
might be found possible. 

Mr. Balfour asked what were the provisions of military law on the point 
in question. 

M. Glemengeau replied that he did not know: he only wanted the two 
Generals to confer and report. 

Field-Marshal Wilson said that the question seemed rather to be one 
for lawyers. 

Mr. Polk asked that General Pershing should also discuss the matter with 
Field-Marshal Wilson and General Weygand. 

M. Glemengeau said the Generals should bccir in mind that prisoners 
could not be sent back at once. Such a measure would put France in a most 
difficult position, since it was evident that she had been devastated, and 
required work, whilst Great Britain and America had no such special 
needs. 

M. Berthelot remarked that a precedent for the transfer of prisoners of 
war existed in the case of Belgium, which country had allocated seven or 
eight thousand men to France. 

M. Tittoni added that after Serbia had been invaded, and the Austrian 
prisoners taken by that country delivered to Italy, Italy had made a loan of 
them to France. 

(It was decided that Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson, General Pershing 
and General Weygand should examine conjointly by what means German 
prisoners in American and British hands, and at present in France, could 
he transferred to the French Government. The rights of the British and 
American Governments over the aforesaid prisoners should remain without 
alteration, A report on the above question should be submitted to the 
Council.) 

4. Mr. Balfour said that Allied troops had been promised for plebiscite 
areas in Dantzig, Memel, Upper Silesia, Schleswig, and 
Inter-Allied Troops ^lageiifurt. He did not wish in any way to raise the question 
'hiEaitnti %a-opT number of troops that each of the Allies was to supply. 

He wished to take the opportunity of repeating that Great 
Britain would cany out all engagements that she had entered into. He was 
only going to raise the question of how the troops should be distributed. He 
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had been told that mixed forces raised difficulties of command and supply. 
The great harmony which existed between the Allied troops did not over- 
come the difficulties to which he had drawn attention. Troops were accus- 
tomed to be commanded by their own officers. They did not like passing 
under the orders of foreign Generals. They were, moreover, accustomed to 
have their own food, and be treated in their own hospitals. In a mixed 
division, every kind of supply had to come from four separate sources. He 
would therefore like to see each body of troops, in a given locality, homo- 
geneous. It was not quite possible, for the numbers of troops necessary for 
different localities varied. He wished, therefore, that the military experts 
could advise the Council how far some such measure could be put into 
effect. 

M. Glemengeau said that he regarded Mr. Balfour’s argument as con- 
clusive. There was, however, another, political, side to the question. He did 
not desire that any military occupation of Poland should take place without 
the French being represented. The relations between France and Poland 
were intimate, and he thought it most important that the French Army should 
go to that country. He considered Mr. Balfour’s remarks so forcible, however, 
that he thought his proposals might be considered at once with regard to 
Silesia. 

General Weygand said that, on the previous day, the Council had taken 
a decision for the despatch of two divisions. He had already been in consulta- 
tion with General Pershing and Field-Marshal Wilson on the subject. The 
discussion had been based on the understanding that each country should 
supply one-quarter of the total force. 

M. Tittoni suggested that each contingent might be placed under its own 
command. 

M. Glemengeau remarked that the French troops in Asia had been placed 
under the orders of a British General without the slightest discord arising. 
He thought, therefore, that General Weygand should continue to examine 
the question. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought that France should not only be 
represented in any military occupation of Poland, but that she should be 
largely represented. 

General Weygand, remarking on Mr. Balfour’s last statement, said that 
the decision communicated to him had been that each Allied contingent 
should be equal. 

M. Tittoni said that he had only agreed to ec^ual contributions for one 
division. He made a reservation on the same principle being applied to the 
composition of two divisions. 

Mr. Polk asked if he was right in understanding that the Committee of 
General Officers would report back their recommendations to the Council 
for final action. 

(It was decided that Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson, General Pershing, 
General Weygand and General GavaUero should recommend a distribution 
among the Allies of the contingents to be furnished for the various plebis- 
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cite zones, such as to make each contingent a homogeneous national lanit 
as far as consistent with the political necessity of having all the Affies 
represented in each region.) 

5, General Weygand read the draft of a telegram to be transmitted to the 
German Government on the sale of aeronautical war 
Sale of Aeronautical j^aterial (see Appendix G and h. d. 36,1 Minute 4). 

War Material by ' f f 1 1 , ^ , 

Germany said that he was ready to accept the draft tele- 

gram, subject to his military advisers raising no objection. 
If any points were raised, he would let General Weygand know in the after- 
noon so that the transmission should not be delayed. 

(It 'was decided that the draft telegram for transmission to the German 
Government on the subject of the sale of aeronautical war material 
should he accepted; subject to notification by Mr. Polk that he had no 
objection.) 

(At this point General Weygand and General Sackville-West left the 
room.) 


6. The Council took note of the report of the Blockade Committee on the 

„ . subject of the measures to be taken in order to prevent trade 

olockclds of Ixussid • I T> 1 1 "1 Tfc ♦ / A j* T*\\ 

With Bolshevik Russia (see Appendix D) . 

Mr. Polk said that certain points raised by his experts made it necessary 
for him to withhold his assent from the note for the present. In order to save 
time, however, he suggested that the note should be referred back to the 
Blockade Committee, and he would see that the American representative 
would lay before his colleagues such objections as might be raised, from an 
American point of view. 

(It was decided that the draft note' of the Blockade Committee should be 
referred back to that body for a further consideration of the American 
standpoint.) 


7. The Council took note of a draft declaration prepared by the British 

. , r 1 1 Delegation on the subject of the blockade of Flungary. 

Modijicaiion of declara- ° 

tion to be signed by decided that the special declaration for signature 

Austria undertaking to j Austrian Delegation (see Appendix E") should be 

maintain the cessation 
of commercial relations 
with Hungary 

^ No. 40. 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained a note from the British Delegation, dated 
August 22, 1919, referring to the draft declaration on this subject which had been considered 
by the Supreme Council on July 28, 1919 (see No. 20, minute 5), and observing that ‘now 
that Bela Kun’s Government has fallen it would seem desirable to modify the terms of this 
Declaration. The following form is suggested: “Special Declaration. The Austrian Govern- 
ment will continue, in the absence of a request to the contrary by the Governments of . . \ 
The remainder of the proposed Special Declaration was identical with the first paragraph 
of that which was annexed in the final text to the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye (Treaty 
Series, i gig, No. ii. Cmd. 400). 
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8, (At this poiiitj M. Haas,^ Mr, Tyman [? Tirman], Mr, Headlam-Moiiey 
and M. Adaci entered the room.) 

Clauses dealing with Haas reported and commented upon Appendix F.-^ 

^lilwajslndiTpeac^ stated that the immediate application of the reciprocity 
Treaty with Austria clauses, as requested by Austria, had been refused in the 
case of the Germans, on the ground that it was not wished 
that' the latter should profit by the devastations committed by its Armies. 
The Committee on Ports, Waterways and Railways thought another reason 
existed for postponing the application of these articles. The reason was that 
the economic position of the New States previously under the government of 
Vienna should be supported in the years immediately following the war. 
The Committee on Ports, Waterways and Railways also considered, that it 


could not alter clauses involving material changes in the principles of the 
Peace Treaty. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Council was surely of the opinion that some 
kind of economic unity between the States of the late Austro-Hungarian 
Empire should be encouraged. If this could not be effected, the States in 
c|uestion would be powerless and would become subject to German economic 
penetration on a more extended scale than had existed before the war. Each 
State formed out of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy could be given a 
fair power of bargaining. If the Peace Treaty were presented in its present 
form, the Austrian Republic would not be in a position to bargain with its 
neighbours. We had a right to impose this disadvantage upon her, but it 
was not in our interest. But he certainly considered that it ivas to the 
advantage of the Allied Powers that Austria should not be in a position to 
bargain with them. He would like to know the views of his colleagues on 
the subject. 

M. Tittoni said that the Council might well consider whether immediate 
reciprocity could not be extended to Austria and the New States of the old 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. He thought that the second argument brought 
forward by the Committee on Ports, Waterways and Railways, as to the 
necessity of stabilizing the economic conditions of the States of the old 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, was a weak one. He did not see how the 
previous system of centralised government could affect transport problems 
in the New States. He added, that the transport system, which had previously 
been centralised at Vienna and Budapest, had worked very well. 

Mr. Polk said he thought that they might be placing a severe handicap 


on the Austrian Republic by postponing the application of the reciprocity 

3 Assistant Secretary-General of the Commission on the International Regime of Ports, 
Waterways and Railways. 

Not printed. This appendix contained a report dated August 13, 1919, from the 
Commission on the International Regime of Ports, Waterways and Railways with regard 
to the observations of the Austrian Delegation concerning part XII of the draft conditions 
of peace. This report, together with annexes I (draft reply to the Austrian observations) 
and II (amendments to relevant articles of draft conditions of peace), is printed by D. H. 
Miller, op. cit., vol. xi, pp. 136-48. The Austrian observations in question are printed 
ibid., pp. 149-74. 
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clauses. The Gzeciio-Slovak State would find it to their interest to have the 
restrictions placed on Austria removed. Bohemia had been so connected with 
Austria in the past that an interference in the commercial exchange between 
the two States would obviously be a disadvantage to Gzecho-Slovalda. 

M. Haas said that the Committee on Ports and Waterways had made no 
specific proposal, but had drawn the attention of the Council to the problem. 
Its opinion coincided with that of Mr. Balfour. If the Council thought that 
the States concerned were to be regarded as possessing equal rights, reciprocity 
should be applied immediately. If they were not in that position, it should 
be withheld for a time. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was in favour of granting immediate reciprocity 
between Austria and the New^ States formed out of the Austro-PIungarian 
Empire. 

M. Tittoni said that he would only agree on the understanding that the 
reciprocity under discussion should exist betw'-eeii Austria and the New States 
formed by the old Austro-Hungarian Empire. He further insisted that the 
reciprocity should apply only to the clauses dealing with Ports, Waterways 
and Railways. 

(It was agreed that the articles dealing with Ports, Waterways and Rail- 
ways (Part XII) of the Peace Treaty -with Austria, sho'uld be amended so 
as to allow of the immediate application of the reciprocity clauses between 
Austria and the States formed from the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy 
by Hrtue of acquisitions of part of her territory.) 

g. (It was decided that the alterations proposed in the Articles of the Treaty 
of Peace with Bulgaria dealing mth Ports, Railways and 
W^erw^s and Rail should be accepted.) (See Appendix G-.^) 

ways in the Peace (At this point, M. Haas, Mr. Tyman [?Tirman], Mr. 
Treaty with Bidgana Headlam-Morley and M. Adaci left the room.) 

10. Mr, Polk asked that the consideration of the proposed draft (see 
Reply by the Comrnmica- appendix H), should be postponed to the next meeting. 

tion Section of the Supreme (This was agreed to.) 

Economic Council to the 
Roumanian Note relative 
to regulation of traffic on 
the Danube 

■II. 

Draft Treaties \TTealy\ between the Allied 
■ and Associated Powers and Poland, Rou- 
mania, Jugo-Slavia and Czechoslovakia, 

s Not printed. This appendix contained a report dated August [20], 1919, from the 
Clornrnission on tlie International Regime of Ports, Waterways and Railways enclosing 
certain draft alterations to the articles in question (draft articles 8, 9, ga, 16, 19, 35). 
This report and tlie proposed alterations are printed by D. H. Miller, op, cit., voL xi, 
pp. 175-6 and 13 1--3. 



on the subject of the cost of liberation of the 
territories in the former Aiistro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. (See Appendix /^) 


12 . 

Agreement between the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers relative to the contribution 
payable by Italy for the liberation of terri- 
tories belonging to the former Austro- 
Hungarian Empire. (See Appendix J’’) 

(It was agreed that the consideration of the above draft agreements should 
be postponed.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August 23, 1919. 


Appendix A to No. 41 

TMegrarnme du President de la Conference de la Paix. Au Gouvernement 
Roumain a. Bucarest 

La Conference de la Paix a regu des indications dont il semble malheureusement 
impossible de contester la veracite, indiquant que les forces roumaines en Hongrie 
continuant systematiquement a saisir et a enlever les biens liongrois. 

fitant donnee la correspondance echangee recemment entre la Conference de la 
Paix et le Gouvernement roumain, il est difficile de comprendre une telle action 
de la part du Gouvernement I’oumain, sauf dans I’hypothese que le Gouvernement 
roumain ignore les principes acceptes de la reparation. 

Le Gouvernement roumain, en I'aison de sa participation dans les travaux de 
la Gonffirence de la Paix et comme un des signataires du Traite de Paix avec 
TAllemagne, ne devrait cependant pas ignorer le soin qu’ont apporte les Puissances 
Alliees et Associees a etablir un plan rationnel de reparation. Si le principe que 
le d^dommagement pour les pertes subies avait du dependre seulement de facteurs 
tels que la proximite des biens ennemis ou du resultat d’une concurrence entre les 
Ltats allies pour se rendre maitres de ces biens, des injustices flagrantes et des 
desaccords serieux en auraient ete le resultat inevitable. Aussi, le Traite avec 
FAllemagne, dont la Roumanie est une partie contractante, a consacre certains 
principes fondamentaux de reparations, principalement les suivants : 

I®) Tous les Ltats ennemis sont solidaires et, dans ce but, leurs actifs sont mis 
en commun dans i’interet de toutes les Puissances. 

2°) Il est etabli un systeme de comptabilite tel que tous les Ltats interesses 
participant au fond commun proportionnellement au montaiit de leurs 

Not printed. The draft articles of this treaty were, apart from minor drafting variation, 
the same as those of the final text signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September lo, igsg. 
(Treaty Series, igig, No. 14. Gmd. 458.) 

’ Not printed. The draft articles of this treaty were, apart from minor drafting variation, 
the same as those of the final text signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September lo, 1919. 
(Treaty Series, i gig. No. 15. Gmd. 459.) 
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reclamations approuvees, desquelles il est deduit le montant des com- 
pensations approuvees. 

3°) Une Commission centrale de reparation qiii fonctionnera comme le repre™ 
sentant excliisif des Puissances Alliees et Associees, sera chargee de pro- 
ceder au recolement et a la distribution a titre de reparation des actifs 
ennemis. 

L’action des forces roumaines, a laquelle il a ete fait allusion plus haut, ne pent 
etre consideree que comme un manqueinent a ce principe de solid arite^ en ce sens 
qu’elle implique rappropriation, par la RoumaniCj et cela pour son usage per- 
sonnels de biens ennemis qui constituent en realite le gage commun de tons les 
allies. Les actes ci-dessus vises contreviennent egalernent au principe agree, que 
la Commission des reparations doit agir comme le representant exclusif des 
Puissances Alliees et Associees, dans le recolement a titre de reparation des biens 
ennemis. 

A cet egard, I’attitude de la Roumanie n’est pas compatible avec celie d’un 
£,tat qui a le desir et I’espoir de profiter des clauses de reparation des Traites 
de paix, conclus ou a conclure. 

Bien plus, le Gouvernement de la Roumanie ne pent pas ignorer le fait que 
M. Antonesco, son plenipotentiaire k la Conference de la Paix, accepta, a la date 
du 27 juin, et sous reserve de Tap probation de son Gouvernement, le principe d’une 
contribution de la Roumanie dans les depenses de liberation des peuples et des 
territoires ennemis qu’elle acquerait, cette contribution etant compens^e en en 
balan^ant le montant avec les premieres reclamations de la Roumanie pour 
reparation. 

Le Gouvernement roumain ne pent pas ignorer, non plus, qu’il a ete stipule a 
ce moment qu’aucun nouveau paiement, au titre des reparations, ne pourra 6tre 
fait tant que les autres l^tats, a qui il est du reparation, n’aiiront pas rcQu leur part 
proportionnelle. 

G’est en se basant sur cet accord que les autres Puissances Alliees et Associees ont 
consenti a ne pas se prevaloir de leurs droits d’imposer une echelle d’indemnit^ 
basee sur les ressources considerables que la Roumanie doit acquerir de I’en- 
nemi. 

Les recents actes de la Roumanie, sauf retractation de sa part, ne peuvent etre 
consideres que comme le x’enoncement, par ce gouvernement, a Faccord du 27 juin; 
ce renoncement redonnerait aux Puissances Alliees et Associees leur entiere 
libertc d’action, en ce qui concerne Fimposition d’une hypothecjue pour reparation 
sur tons les territoires de Fancienne Monarchic austro-hongroise que le Gouverne- 
ment de la Roumanie pent esperer recevoir. 

Les autres consequences possibles de la ligne de conduite que la Roumanie 
parait avoir adoptee, sont si serieuses et seraient un tel danger a la restauration 
equitable de FEurope, que les Puissances Alliees et Associees se sentiraient con- 
traintes, si la necessite les y pousse, a adopter une ligne de conduite beaucoup plus 
ferme, afin d’eviter ces consequences. Il est bien evident que, si le principe des 
reparations devait degenerer dans une appropriation individuelle et une concur- 
rence entre les differentes Puissances interessees, il en resulterait certainement des 
injustices, il se creerait des appetits, et, dans la confusion produite par ces actions 
desordonnees, ou bien Fennemi ‘se deroberait’, ou il serait impossible d’exiger de 
iui le maximum de reparations. Neanmoins, les Puissances Alliees et Associees ne 
peuvent pas croire que le Gouvernement roumain voudrait creer un tel danger et 
les obiiger a faire disparaitre ce danger, En consequence, la Conference de la 
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Falx attend que le Gouvernement roumain lui fournisse immediatement, et sans 
equivoque, la declaration suivante : 

1°) Le Gouvernement roumain reconnait le principe que les biens des fitats 
eimemis constituent une securite commune pour toutes les Puissances 
Alliees et Associees. 

2°) II reconnait la Commission des reparations comme le representant exclusif, 
pour le recolement a titre de reparation, des biens ennemis. 

3°)-. Les actifs hongrois, regus par la Roumanie, depuis Tarmistice du 3 novembre 
19185 feront Tobjet de la part du Gouvernement roumain, d’une prise en 
charge detaillee, et seront mis a la disposition de la Commission des 
reparations, ou de i’organe interimaire que la Conference de la Paix 
pourrait designer en attendant le statut definitif de cette Commission, 
La Roumanie ne conservera le droit de disposer que des biens pouvant 
etre identifies actuellement, comme anciennes proprietes roumaines qui 
avaient ete prises par rennemi et ceci d’accord avec la Commission des 
Reparations. 

4°) Toutes nouvelies expeditions de biens hongrois en Roumanie cesseront 
inmn^diatement, a moins qu’elles n’aient I’accord de la Conference de la 
Paix ou de ses representants. 

5°) Le Gouvernement roumain ratifiera I’accord du 27 juin signe par M. 
Antonesco et ci-dessus vise- 

La Conference de la Paix autorise les generaux alli6s k Budapest k designer des 
agents qui representeront la Conference de la Paix dans toute la procedure pouvant 
etre envdsagee. 

Appendix B to No. 41 

A.R.A. Received Aug, 22, iQiQi 104 p.m, 
MAHRISCH OSTRAU Aug. 21 , IQIQ. I X. U. 200 

Floover, Paris. For action. 

Conferences this morning and evening with mine owners and military authorities 
has [jL] resulted in agreement by commanding general of district that no more 
executions will take place until further conference. I agreed to undertake return of 
prisoners taken into Poland by retiring insurgents and have had meeting with 
General Commandant Polish front this afternoon. All these prisoners have been 
sent to Grakow and held there under charge of Haller.*^ I communicated with 
Plaller and he agreed to hold there until further notice from me. I liave appointment 
with Haller tomorrow noon and will arrange with them [ ?him] to return the prisoners 
with an American officer accompanying them. Polish authorities have directed 
Flalier to follow my directions in these matters. I will have further meeting rvith 
the German General Friday afternoon. Will instruct strongly against any action 
before arrival of Upper Silesian committee. Haller’s troops are behaving very 
well and without their presence here a state of war would have arrived before no’i-v. 
It is of utmost impoi'tance that announcement be made of appointment of Upper 
Silesian Gommission at once, this announcement to state when Commission will 

® Polish General. 



commence to act and to be published in German and Polish newspapei’s. If Paris 
does not act now after ail the months* delay that have produced so much bitterness 
between Poles and Germans I can guarantee that there will be another war. 

Goodyear. 

Appendix G to No. 41 

Telegramme a la Commission Inter allik T Armistice 

22 aout jgifj. 

Priere notifier a Commission Allemande d’Armistice pour Gouvernement 
allemand decision suivante du Gonseil Supi'eme des Allies : 

. Primo: Article 169 du Traite de Paix present que tout le mateiiel de guerre 
allemand en excedent des quantites qu’Allemagne est autorisee par le Traite a 
conserve!.' doit etre livre aux Puissances Alliees.et Associees. 

En consequenccj I’Allemagne ne doit ni vendre, ni ceder ou exporter ce materiel 
de guerre qui, d’ores et deja est la propriete des Allies. 

Secundo: En particiilier, elle ne doit ni vendre, ni ceder ou exporter tout 
materiel aeronautique (aeronefs, moteurs, pieces de recliange) y compris moteurs 
captures sur les Allies aiiisi qu’adronefs transformds dits aeronefs civils, C|ui sont en 
fait materiel de guerre. 

Tertio: Exceptionnellement, les Allies usant de leiir droit de propriete du 
materiel qui doit leur etre livre autorisent rAlleinagiie a ceder ; 

d) A General Yudenitch: 8 canons russes captures, i. 000. 000 cartouches pour 
fusils, 50 revolvers russes, 3 aeroplanes allemaiids, vetements pour i. 000 
homines (materiel demande par telegramme 9 77/P.G. 2 de G.I.P.A.). 

b) a Tch6cO"SIovac|ues [m] : 50.000 fusils Mauser, 10.000 carabines Mauser, 
environ 2.000 mitrailleuses, avec 10.000 cartouches pour chacune et 100.000 
coups d’artillerie pour mortiers de campagne (materiel demande par Note 
1685 de G.I.P.A,), plus 500 projecteurs de signalisation avec accessoires 
demandes par Tcheco-Slovaques. 


Appendix D to No. 41 

Note d remeltre par la Commission Interalliie T Armistice au Gouvernement allemand 


Les Gouvernements allies et associes ont decide de remettre aux Gouvernements 
des htats neutres la note ci-jointe, pour les inviter a prendre des mesures im- 
mediates en vue d’empecher la reprise des relations commerciales avec la Russie 
■Bolchevicjiie. 

Le Gouvernement allemand est prie de prendre de son cote des mesures 
analogues. 


Note 

21 aout igig. 

Blocus de la Russie Bolcheviste. 

L’hostilite avouee des bolchevistes contre tous les Gouvernements et le pro- 
gramme de revolution internationale qu’ils repandent constitue[nt] un grave 
danger pour la securite nationale de toutes les Puissances. Tout accroissement de 
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la force des bolclievistes augmenterait le danger et serait contraire au desir de 
tons les peuples qui cherclient a retablir la paix et i’ordre social. 

G’est dans cet esprit que les Gouvernements allies et associes apres la levee du 
biocus de FAllemagne n’ont pas autoi’ise leurs ressortissants a reprendre les rela- 
tions commerciales avec la Russie bolcheviste; ces relations, en eflfet, ne pourraient 
avoir lieu que par Tentremise des chefs du Gouvernement bolcheviste, qui, dis- 
posant a leur gre des produits et ressources que leur apporterait la liberte com- 
merciale, y puiseraient une augmentation considerable de leur force et de la 
tyrannic qu’ils exercent sur les populations russes, 

Dans ces conditions, les Gouvernements allies et associes demandent au Gouverne- 
ment [....] de bien vouloir prendre des mesures immediates pour empecher ses 
ressortissants de se livrer a tout commerce avec la Russie bolcheviste et de domier 
I’assurance qu’il mettra rigoureusement a execution cette politique, d’accord avec 
les Gouvernements alliees et associes. 

Les mesures dont il s’agit et qui seront appliquees par les Gouvernements 
allies et associes a partir de la date de la pr&ente note, sont les suivantes : 

A) Refus des papiers de depart a tout navire se rendant dans les ports russes 

entre les mains des bolchevistes ou venant des dits ports. 

B) Etablissement d’une mesure similaire sur toutes les marchandises destinees 

a ^tre envoyees soit dh'ectement soit indirectement en Russie bolcheviste. 

G) Refus des passeports a toutes personnes allant en Russie bolcheviste ou en 
venant (sauf entente pour des cas speciaux avec les Gouvernements allies 
et associes). 

D) Disposition en vue d’emp^cher les banques de traiter des affaires avec la 
Russie bolcheviste. 

JE) Autant que possible, refus par chaque Gouvernement a ses propres nationaux 
de facilites de correspondance avec la Russie bolcheviste par la poste, le 
telfigraphe ou la telegraphic sans fil. 

L’attention du Gouvernement [....] est appelee sur le fait qu’aucune pro- 
clamation des dites mesures n’est necessaire, et qu’ii suffit d’en aviser par la voie 
administrative les Administrations et les Banques int6ressees. 

II sera bien entendu que tout navire de guerre d’une puissance alliee ou associee 
charge de 1 ’ execution des mesures ci-dessus, agira au nom des Puissances alliees et 
associees dans leur ensemble. 

Appendix H to No. 41 
M. ^pi.] Regulation of Trade on the Da^mbe 
Draft Letter from the President of the Corference to M. Bratiano 
(Draft agreed by Communications Section of Supreme Economic Council.) 
Sir, 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 26th June on 
the subject of the Danube which was addressed separately to the Heads of the 
European States represented on the Supreme Council at Paris. 

I regret the delay in sending a reply which has been due partly to the delay 
in bringing into touch officials to whom the separate letters had been referred, 
and partly because it was desired to await the decisions resulting from certain 
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proposals which were already under consideration in the sense of the requests 
made by you. 

It is observed that the first part of your letter which is historical deals largely 
with matters which have been very contentious and cannot be regarded as com- 
plete. The questions referred to will doubtless be fully dealt with at the Conference 
on the Danube referred to in Article 349 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, and 
it does not appear necessary to consider them further at the present moment. It 
is sufficient to draw attention to the fact that under Articles 346, 347 and 348 of 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany, a provisional arrangement is arrived at: — 

[a) For the reconstitution of the European Commission of the Danube with the 
powers it possessed before the War, but limited to representatives of 
Great Britain, France, Italy and Roumania. 

(/;) For the constitution of an International Commission to undertake pro- 
visionally the administration of the river above the point where the 
competence of the European Commission ceases until such time as a 
definitive statute regarding the Danube is concluded by the Conference 
referred to in Article 349. 

The European Commission of the Danube is in effect in existence. Members of 
the different nations represented on it have been designated and it is understood 
the question of the necessary credits is receiving the attention of the Governments 
concerned. As regards the Commission for the provisional administration of the 
Upper Danube, this is to take effect as soon as possible after the coming into force 
of the Peace Treaty. As, however, several Enemy States are concerned, it i.s 
essential that arrangements should be made for the functioning of this Commission 
before the Peace Treaties have been concluded with all such Enemy States. 

At the present moment the only International regime possible on the Danube 
is a military one under the Allied Commander-in- Chief, who has the necessary 
control over the Enemy States in virtue of the conditions of the Armistice and of 
his powers for the maintenance of order. In order, however, that normal con- 
ditions may be resumed on the Danube at the earliest possible moment, notwith- 
standing the uncertainty as regards frontiers, the contested final ownership of 
many of the river craft and until recently the maintenance of the Blockade, the 
Supreme Economic Council aiTanged for the necessary instructions to be sent to 
the Allied Commander-in-Ghief to give facilities for the re-opening of all river 
traffic under conditions of equality of treatment underlying the Treaty of Peace, 
For this reason an Allied Commission under the Presidency of Admiral Troubridge 
ivas constituted, one of whose functions was the issue of licences to enable relief 
and commercial traffic to pass freely along .the river, notwithstanding the Blockade. 
This Commission is further responsible to the High Command for the provisional 
administration of common services, such as pilotage and the organization of the 
Iron Gates, some of which were previously carried out by Enemy States. 

It will be seen therefore, that the functions of the Commission are vital to the 
re-establishment of commercial traffic on the Danube during the present period of 
the military control of the river. It is recognised, however, that, in so far as control 
of the International regulation of the river is concerned, there should be continuity 
between the present regime and that which will be established under Articles 347 
and 348 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. An invitation will, therefore, be 
sent to the non-enemy riparian States to nominate each a representative to be 
attached to the provisional Inter-Allied Commission in order to co-operate in 
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worMng out the regulations for the navigation of the Upper Danube. It is hoped 
that the riparian States will designate as their representatives their proposed 
representatives on the Upper Danube Commission referred to in Article 34,7 of 
the Treaty with Germany, as in this way it should be possible to transfer to this 
Commission the functions of regulating the navigation of the Upper Danube at a 
considerably earlier date than would have been possible without the transitional 
arrangement. 

It is well known that a complex situation has arisen as regards the ownership of 
a large number of vessels on the Danube, A final solution of all these cases has 
been provided for in the Peace Treaty by extending the competence of the arbi- 
trator, to be designated by the United States, to the settlement of all questions of 
disputed ownership of vessels, the interim period being provided for by the consti- 
tution of a special Commission consisting of representatives of America, Great 
Britain, France and Italy to exercise provisional control over vessels of disputed 
ownership. 

In order to facilitate the circulation of vessels which are at the present moment 
understood to be retained within national frontiers by the fear of their being 
claimed and taken possession of by adjacent States, it is proposed to anticipate 
the formation of the above special Commission by constituting the existing Allied 
Commission as trustee for all vessels the ownership of w^hich is disputed until such 
time as the final decision has been given by the American arbitrator under the 
Treaty of Peace as to the ownership of these vessels. This Commission would 
arrange for all vessels of undisputed ownership to be returned as quickly as possible 
to their proper owners and, as regards vessels, the ownership of which involves 
disputes between two States would have authority to place them at the disposal of 
the most convenient local administration or if necessary provisionally to operate 
them in order to assure the unmolested working of such vessels in all parts of the 
river without in any w'ay prejudicing the decisions of the American arbitrator as 
to final ownership. 

It will be evident from this explanation that all the action taken has been in the 
interests of that complete freedom of navigation which the Roumanian Govern- 
ment desires to see re-established, and tends to the earliest possible introduction 
of the regime which has been prescribed in the Treaties of Peace. 

No. 42 

H. D. 38.] jYotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d" Or say, 
Paris, on Monday, August 25, igig, at g,go p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Flon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir G. Clerk. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 
Berthelot, M, de Saint-Quentin. 

M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Captain 
E. Abraham. Captain A.; Portier. Italy: Lt. -Colonel A. Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Meyer. ■ 



The following also attended foi' the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Prof. Goolidge, Mr. Woolsey, Mr. J. F, Dulles. 

British Empire-. Field-Marshal Sir H. H. Wilson, Mr. J. W. Ileadlam- 
Morley, Colonel Peel, Mr. Nicolson, Mr. Hutchinson, Colonel 
Hemiiker. 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Tardieu, M. Jules Cambon, M. Glementel, 
M. Sergent, M. Aubert, General Le Rond, General Belin, M. Her- 
mitte, Ad. Alassigli. 

Italy: Count Vann utelli-Rey, Af. Russo, M. Brofferio, General Gavallero, 
Lt.-Goionel Toni. 

1. After an exchange of views between Ad. Clemengeau and IVl. Tittoni, 

regarding the report of the Commission of Enquiry into the 
Report qf the Com- piume Incidents (Appendix A), 

mission of Enquiry , . „ , , 

on the Incidents at agreed to accept the concmsions oi the Commission s 

Fiurne Report. The French and Italian Governments undertook to 
give effect to these recommendations. 

2. M. Clemengeau said that he had heard from General Graziaiii, who had 

been the last of the Generals to reach Budapest, that his 
ChmmamhipqfMer- colleagues had already decided that the Chairmanship of 
^ A'leetings should be held by each in turn. He had 

accepted provisionally, but asked lor orders, as he was the 
senior officer. M. Clemenceau thought that for purposes of continuity, it was 
better to have one Chairman. He would not insist, however. 

M. Tittoni thought that it was best to let the Generals settle this question 
among themselves. 

AfR. Balfour said that, although alternating chairmanship was a bad 
system, it was, perhaps, the best way of avoiding friction. 

Mr. Polk said that in General Bandholtz’ view, rotation was necessary. 
(It was agreed that M. Clemenceau should inform General Graziani that 
the Council saw no objection to the maintenance of the system of rotation 
in the chairmanship of the Inter- Allied Military Mission at Budapest.) 

3. Mr. Polk said that he was informed by General Bandholtz that General 

Graziani had sent a report to the effect that, in the opinion of the 
Allied Generals, it was necessary to break off relations wdth the 
" He begged to communicate the following telegram 

to the Council ; — 

‘Budapest — August 24, 1919. Received 1.20 a.m. August 25. 

Ammission. Paris. 

‘The following instances of Roumanian requisitions and seizures are 
given for your information. August 17, all the typewriters of the Under- 
wood Agency, about QO, were seized. August 18 — 30 car-loads of wool, the 
property of the Hungarian Wool Trust, were shipped [ ?out] of Budapest. 
August 18 — the Hungarian Alinister Hygiene reported the seizure of all 
their supplies by Roumanian officials. August 21— there was seized car-loads 
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of coal wliicli belonged to the Municipal Water Plant of Budapest. August 
21 — there was seized no race horses at the Alge Farm. These were the 
property of private individuals. August 22 — all the machinery of the 
Hungarian State shops was dismantled, resulting in six thousand men 
lieiiig out of work. August 22 — a demand was made on the Minister of 
Agriculture for topographical charts, instruments, etc., stating that if they 
•were not delivered same would be taken by force of arms. August 22 — the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs reported that the Roumanians had requisi- 
tioned all of the valuable breeding animals on the three Hungarian State 
stud farms. On August 23 — 50% of all the material of the Ganz Danubius 
Company, Limited, a large building concern, was taken, throwing out of 
employment over 4,300 persons. August 22 — there was being loaded the 
remaining half of these \sic] supplies of the Ministry of Posts, Telegraphs 
and Telephones, the other half having been previously taken about 
August 10. On August 22 mechanics were being sent around to remove 
4,000 telephones from private houses, 

‘All of the foregoing occurred subsequent to the promise of the Rou- 
manians that they w^ould comply wdth instructions of the Inter- Allied 
Mission. Many delicate instruments were thrown into boxes and other 
receptacles in such a careless manner that they could never be of use to 
anybody. Many other similar instances occurred during the period 
indicated. As near as can be now estimated, the Roumanians have seized 
about 60% of all Hungarian locomotives in good condition, 95% of all 
passenger equipment and about 5,000 freight cars. 

Band HOLTZ.’ 

Mr. Polk added that he had received another communication from 
General Bandholtz. He said that in his view the time of the Mission had been 
wasted, and that nothing was to be gained by any further intercourse with 
the Roumanian authorities. The latter maintained their policy of procras- 
tination and had repeatedly broken their promises. The Roumanians, in his 
opinion, were making the Council appear ridiculous. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had received a telegram to the effect that the 
Roumanian plenipotentiaries had brought the Generals in Budapest a note 
from their Government, stating that they were ready to act in friendly 
agreement and in accord with the instructions sent by the Council on the 
5th August, but not without certain modifications. The security of Rou- 
mania and her economic needs were considerations which must modify the 
instructions. The Roumanian Government meant to move all war material 
into Roumania, on the ground that there would be no force able to compel 
Hungary to give it up when the Roumanian Army was withdrawn. In 
addition, Roumania would have to requisition all that her Army required, 
and 30% besides for her own population. She must also take away the 
rolling stock, as Germany had only left her sixty engines out of twelve 
hundred. They also declared that they had a right to take any goods recog- 
nised as previously belonging to the Roumanian Government; these goods 
not counting as a portion of the spoil to be divided among the Allies. 
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M. Diamandy, questioned as to his attitude, should the Commission refuse 
to discuss these conditions, had replied that he would be forced to refer to 
M. Bratiaiio. Every means of procuring delay was being employed, and in 
the meantime the despoiling of Hungary continued. 

M. Tittoni said that one thing he could not understand was why the 
Mission did not make a corporate report to the Conference. 

M. PiGHON said that one such report had just been received. (See Appeii- 
dix B.) 

M. Loligheur pointed out that what was practically an ultimatum had 
been sent to the Roumanian Government on the previous Saturday.^ He 
suggested that an answer be awaited before any further decision was 
taken. 

Mr. Polk said that for the last fortnight the Council had been sending 
telegrams to Roumania. No attention had been paid to these telegrams. It 
was intolerable that the Council should be flouted in this way by the Rou- 
manians. 

M. Tittoni said that what the Council required was an answer from 
Bukarest. It could not be satisfied with answers given by Roumanian 
Generals. Should the Roumanian Government delay its reply, the Allied 
representatives in Bukarest should demand an explanation. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Council could take any steps short of 
belligerency to signify their displeasure, should the Roumanian Government 
unduly delay its reply. 

Mr. Polk said that at a previous meeting, it had been decided to stop the 
sending of all supplies to Roumania. He noticed in the minutes that the 
decision was limited to ‘war supplies’.^ 

Mr. Balfour said that in referring to the British Government, he had 
mentioned all supplies. 

M. Glemengeau said that he had done likewise, and that the export of 
all supplies from France had already been stopped. 

(It was agreed, wth reference to H. d. 37, Minute 1,^ that the export of 
all supplies to Roumania should be stopped from the United States, Great 
Britain, France, Italy and Japan, until further orders. It was further 
decided to send the Roumanian Government, through the French Charge 
d’ Affaires at Bukarest, a reminder that a reply to telegrams was expected. 
(See Appendix C.) ) ■ 

4. M. Glemengeau said that he had I'eceived information that the British. 

and American Armies on the Rhine were selling horses and 
Sale of horses and to the Germans. (See Appendix D.) 
motors to the Get- ^ Mr. Balfour said that he had at once spoken about this 

^mZand BritiT^' matter to Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson, who had tried to 
twops of occupation to Cologne for news. The telephone, however, 

was not working. As soon as he obtained news, the Council 
vmuld be informed. 

^ See No. 41, appendix A. 2 gee No- 4b i . 
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Mr. Polk said he had no information whatever but that he undertook to 
obtain it. 

(It was agreed that the British and American Delegations should give 
the Council any information available regarding the alleged sales to the 
Germans by the Armies of Occupation.) 

5. M. Glemenceau drew attention to a report stating that Admiral Bristolj 
the American High Commissioner in Constantinople, had 
Motification to the Ouo- presented a threatening memorandum to the Grand 
mm Gmmmwith ty without previous consultation of the Allied High 

CoZ,m‘k!Z regarding Commissioners. (See Appendix E.) He did not think that 
Armenian massacres President Wilson would approve of this policy. He drew 
special attention to the twelfth of the Fourteen Points: 

‘The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be assured 
a secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are now under 
Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life and an 
absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous development, and the 
Dardanelles should be permanently opened as a free passage to the ships 
and commerce of all nations under international guarantees.’ 

All the Allies had adhered to this and the policy could not now be changed. 
Least of all could one High Commissioner dictate terms to Turkey, with 
whom his State had not been at war, without consultation with the Associated 
Powers. As to saving the Armenians, he did not know what could be done. 
There were no American troops. British troops were employed elsewhere. 
The French were not allowed by the British to play any part in Asia Minor. 
The Italians, it was true, had gone to Asia Minor in spite of the British, but 
they declined to replace the British in the Caucasus. As to the Turks, they 
were themselves powerless, as they could not control their own troops. He 
did not see from what quarter the Armenians could expect any assistance. 

M. Tittoni said that this was one of the inevitable consequences of delay- 
ing Peace with Turkey. 

M. Glemenceau said that even when Peace had been made, it was not 
likely that the Armenians would be better off. 

Mr. Balfour said that this situation was really the consequence of a lack 
of troops. He understood that the United States were raising a volunteer 
army. If so, perhaps some of these troops could be employed in Armenia. 
Mr. Polk said that recruiting for the volunteer army was beginning. 

Mr. Balfour asked M. Glemenceau whether, but for British opposition, 
he would send French troops to prevent the massacres in Armenia. 

M. Glemenceau said that he would consider the matter. 

Mr. Balfour said that he took note of this declaration. 

M. Glemenceau said that he made no undertaking. The French had very 
few troops in Cilicia, but he would enquire whether they could do anything 
to save the Armenians. What he had meant to convey was that iiothing 
coiild be expected from the Americans, who were hampered by their constitu- 
tion, from the British, who were leaving the Caucasus, from the Italians, 
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who would not go there^ or from the French who were not allowed a free 
hand. The Turks, 'not being masters in their own house, were equally 
impotent. The Armenians were therefore no-one"s responsibility. 

Mr. Balfour asked M. Glemenceau whether he thought it worth while 
to ask the French Military Authorities whether they could do anything. 

M. Glemenceau said he had not come to the Meeting with this idea. As 
he was pushed, however, he would consent to be pushed. He would make 
enquiries. Possibly the French Army might be able to do something. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought it would be well worth while to 
find out. 

(It %vas agreed that the French Government should enquire into the possi- 
bility of sending military protection to the Armenians. 

It was also agreed that no pressure should be brought on the Sultan by 
any of the Allied and Associated Powers, acting alone.) 

6. M. Gambon explained the procedure followed by liis Committee. He 
proposed to begin by explaining the covering letter. 
tn suggested that as the covering letter 

Tre% ^ofPmce ^ result of the various answers on particular questionsj 

it had better be reserved for the end. 

M. Gambon said that the first question to be discussed was that of frontiers. 
OF t' rs covering letter, the various draft replies, and the minority 

[a] ron lets j.gggj.yg^^jons, are all contained in Appendix F.) 

On the subject of frontiers, the Austrian objections had been rejected. 
The only dissentients were the British and American Delegates, who desired 
to give Gmiind to Austria. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the question was a simple one. The 
principle of the historic frontier had been adopted for Czecho-SIovalda. By 
it, the inclusion of a considerable number of Germans in the new State was 
justified. It was undesirable to deviate from this principle in order to add 
still more Germans to Gzecho-Slovakia. The attribution of Gmiind to 
Gzecho-Slovakia constituted a derogation from the principle of the historic 
frontier, and still further aggravated the ethnological anomaly. It was 
justified on grounds of railway communication. He had consulted General 
Mance, who told him that, on purely technical grounds, it was better to 
leave Gmiind in Austria. If this was so, there was no sufficient reason for 
taking Gmiind out of its natural surroundings. He understood that the 
Commission on Ports, Waterways and Railways had never been con- 
sulted, 

M. Tardieu said that the question had been studied carefully before, both 
in Commissions, and in Council. ^ The Gzecho-Slovak Delegation had also 
been heard on the subject. A change now would amount to a third alteration 
in the decisions of the Council. It was true that the Commission on Ports, 
Waterways and Railways had not been consulted, but territorial committees 
had never consulted that body as such. Each representative consulted his 

Cf. No. 8, minute I o and No. 9 , minute I - 



own experts. The case had therefore been judged and re-judged, and the 
opinion now brought forward by Mr. Headlam-Morley was merely that of 
an individual expert. 

Mr. Balfour said he recognised that it was a pity to re-open questions 
which had been settled. Nevertheless, the argument on the merits in this case was 
very strong. The rule of following the historic frontier was being broken to 
hand over a purely German population to Czecho-Slovakia. There were 
already too many Germans in Czecho-Slovakia, even if the historic line were 
followed. The two or three million Germans already included would cer- 
tainly be a great perplexity to a new State. Nevertheless, the whole liistory 
of Bohemia afforded some justification for preserving the country as a unit. 
The district of Gmiind had never been Bohemian. The only ground for 
putting Gmiind within Czecho-Slovakia was economic. He was told that 
Gmiind was the first big railway junction out of Vienna, The population 
was incontestably German, and the British railway expert thought that the 
junction was better in Austria than in Czecho-Slovakia, on purely technical 
grounds. M. Tardieu had said nothing on the merits except that the Council 
had twice decided to give Gmiind to the Czechs, If the Council was never 
to revise its decisions, its task would doubtless be rendered easier. It did not 
follow, however, that its results would be better. 

M. Tardieu said that he had not only referred to the decision of the 
Council; he had pointed out that there had been an agreement with the 
Czecho-Slovak Delegation itself. The attribution of the junction of Gmiind 
to Czecho-Slovakia had been part of a general arrangement which extended 
to Pressburg and other places. If this arrangement were changed at the last 
moment, the Czecho-Slovak Delegation would have reason to complain of 
had faith. All the previous decisions had been unanimous. It was therefore 
a political reason, and, in addition, two essential Bohemian railway lines 
converged at this point, 

Mr. Polk said that Mr. Lansing and the American experts had felt at the 
beginning that Gmiind should be Austrian. Nevertheless, in order to obtain 
agreement, they had yielded to the majority opinion. They still thought, 
however, that the rule established in favour of the historic frontier should not 
be broken. For this reason he supported the British view. 

M. Tittoni said that there appeared to be good arguments on both sides. 
He was ready to accept either solution. 

M. Matsui said that the Japanese adhered to the former decision of the 
Council, and wished to maintain it. 

(After a long discussion, Mr. Balfour and Mr. Polk, seeing that Gmiind had 
been attributed to Czecho-Slovakia as part of a compromise, the other 
parts of which were not called in question, withdrew the objection raised 
by the British and the American Delegates. 

The answer prepared to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of the 
frontier between Austria and Czecho-Slovakia was accepted.) 

M. Gambon pointed out that there was a difference of opinion on the 
subject of Styria. The American, British, Italian and Japanese Delegations 



thought that the Austrian demand for a plebiscite in the region of Marburg 
should be accepted. The French Delegation was not of this opinion. It ¥/as 
recognised that Marburg was German, but the surrounding districts were 
undoubtedly Slovene. 

M. Tittoni said that as the neighbouring region was to have a plebiscite, 
it was easy to extend it to Marburg. 

M. Clemengeau said he thought it would be difficult to refuse the 
plebiscite. 

M. Tardieu said he had no prejudice against plebiscites, but in this case 
he thought it was unnecessary. Marburg was certainly German, but in a 
region peopled by Slovenes. The result of a plebiscite was a foregone con- 
clusion. Marburg would vote German and the country round it would vote 
Slovene. What could then be done? Was the town to be sacrificed to the 
country or the country to the town? No frontier line could be obtained as a 
result of the plebiscite. In Garinthia, on the other hand, a frontier might be 
obtained. There would therefore be quite needless trouble without any 
useful result. 

(After considerable further discussion, it was decided to. accept the 
Austrian demands and to extend the plebiscite zone in such a mannei* as 
to include in it the district of Marburg and Radkersburg.) 

M. Gambon observed that the British and Italian Delegations held a 
minority view on the subject of the plebiscite zones in Garinthia. They pro- 
posed four instead of two plebiscite areas. 

(After some discussion, the British and Italian reservations were with- 
drawn and the reply to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of Garinthia 
was accepted. 

The reply to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of the frontier 
between Austria and Hungary and on the frontier between Austria and 
Italy was likewise accepted.) 

(b) Nationality The reply to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of nationality 
questions questions was accepted. 

ic) Austrian interests rm , • t i 

' ■! r-n u The question was adiourued. 

outside of Europe u j 

The British Delegation withdre.w its objections, and the reply prepared to 
{d) Military, Naval Austrian Delegation on the subject of the Military, 
and Air Clauses Naval and Air Clauses was accepted. 

The reply drafted to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of prisoners of 
[e) Prisoners of war war was accepted. 

M. Gambon pointed out that there were two draft replies on this subject, 
( p, j ■, prepared by the Gommissiori and the other suggested by the 
ma.tltS ][)g}ggatiOn^ 

Mr, Headlam-Morley observed that on the substance, he was in agree- 
ment with the majority. He wished to defend the Treaty but he thought that 



the draft lie proposed defended it more accurately. There was a very tech- 
nical legal point involved. 

(It was decided to refer both drafts to the Drafting Committee for co- 
ordination.) 

The draft reply to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of reparations 
{g) Reparations accepted. 

After long discussion, the proposed reply to the Austrian Delegation on the 
(h) Financial clauses was accepted, with the exception of the alterna- 

^ Clauses proposal of the American, British and Japanese Delegation's] 

regarding Article 199 [203]-^ which was adjourned until the 
following day. 

7- 

Agreement between the 
Allies regarding the con- 
tribution ofPoinndf Rou- 

''SeZilmakiT^^ agreement annexed in Appendix was accepted. 

cost of liberation of the 

territories of the former 

Austro-Hungarian 

Monarchy 

8 . 


Agreement between the 
Allies regarding Italian 

contribution towauls^ cost agreement annexed in Appendix hF was accepted. 
of liberating territories of ° ^ 

former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy 

g. M. Tardieu proposed that a Committee be charged with the examination 
of a proposal which had been drafted in the following 
terms : — 

‘Austria undertakes not to tolerate on her territory any 
act whether of propaganda or of any other sort by Austrian 
subjects or by foreign subjects with a purpose subversive of 
Austria as an independent State. Acts of this character 
should be regarded as directed against the security of the 
State and treated as such. The Austrian Government should interpret on 
its part this enactment as an undertaking not to compromise or allow to 
be compromised, directly or indirectly, the independence of the State, 
particularly in the legislative sphere, by preparatory measures, and in the 

^ Here and subsequently the number in brackets refers to the article in the final text of 
the treaty; the original numbering is that of the draft communicated to the Austrian Delega- 
tion on July 20, 1919. : f , 

s Not printed: identical with appendix I to No. 41 : see No. 41, note 6. 

* Not printed: identical with appendix J to No. 41 : see No. 41, note 7. 


Declaration by Austria 
that all action tending 
to overthrow of the 
Austrian State as 
constituted by the 
Treaty would be pro- 
hibited 


sphere of public or private instruction by propaganda. No law or regula- 
tion or official action of any sort shall conflict with these stipulations, in 
case there should be any divergence of interpretation between the Austrian 
Government and one, or several, of the principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, the discrepancy will be referred either to the Council of the 
League of Nations or, when instituted, brought before the Permanent 
Court of International Justice. These bodies will also pass decrees re- 
garding measures desirable to ensure the carrying into effect of their 
findings and to prevent the recurrence of similar difficulties.’ 

M. Tittoni said that this was a very serious proposal. It attempted to 
regulate the internal Constitution of Austria for all time, not on a special 
point, but through the whole of its extent. 

Mr. Balfour said that he hoped the Gomicii would be very careful 
before putting into the Treaty, or into a letter having the force of a Treaty, 
any form ol words wiiicli would compel the Allied and Associated Powers to 
impose domestic legislation on Austria, and to maintain police authority 
over private, as well as public, speech. Pie thought the proposal was really 
very repugnant to ail that constituted an independent state. He believed, 
moreover, that if agreed to, it would remain ineffective. The only way to 
prevent Austria from gravitating towards Germany was to make terms such 
that she would be content to live apart. Any attempt to prevent an Austrian 
from saying that he wished to join Germany would, he thought, cover both 
the Council and the League of Nations with ridicule. 

M. Tardieu said that he was impressed by Mr. Balfour’s criticisms re- 
garding the methods suggested. Pie thought that perhaps the first sentence 
alone would suffice. The suggestion was a corollary to what had been put 
into the German Treaty. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought that the omission of the bulk of the 
document would be an improvement. He observed that the corollary to the 
provisions of the German Treaty would be to forbid the Austrian Govern- 
ment to do certain things. This might be done without incurring the ob- 
jections he had previously stated. 

M. Tardieu said that the Austrians were already saying that they had no 
hope of living apart unless the League of Nations took special care of them. 
The Council was trying to give the Austrians conditions which might make it 
possible for them to live independently. What he now suggested was a 
counterpart to these favours. He believed that Dr. Renner would readily 
agree, seeing that Herr Bauer had resigned because he could not convert 
the Government to the contrary view.^ It would be enough, he thought, if 
the mere principle were agreed to. 

Mr. Polk asked whether M, Tardieu suggested that this should be said 
in the Treaty. 

M. Tardieu said he thought it would be sufficient if agreed to in the 
covering letter sent with the replies. 

7 See No. 22, note 2. 
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Mr. Polk thought this was preferable. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought this proposal had better be put into a 
new form, and suggested that M. Tardieu should propose one. 

M. Tardieu said that he would do so; what he suggested was to say in 
the covering letter that the Allies were confident that the Austrian Govern- 
ment meant to do what the Allies hoped would be done, and he believed 
that the Austrian Delegation would give a satisfactory answer. 

(It was decided that a sentence to the effect desired should be introduced 
ill the covering letter, and considered on the following day.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August 23, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 42 
Rapport de la Commission Ititeralliee d^Enquite^ 

Les travaux de la Commission chargee par le Gonseii supreme interallie de pro- 
ceder a une enquete sur les evenements survenus a, Fiume, dans les premiers jours 
de juillet,^ sont resumes dans les vingt proces-verbaux joints au present I'apport 
(81 pieces annexes).® 


A. Les causes 

1. L’armistice, qui marqua la fin des hostilites de PAutriche-Hongrie avec les 
Puissances Alliees et Associees de PEntente, fut signe a Villa-Giusti le 4 [3] novembre 
1918. Les conditions avaient ete prealablement etudiees et fixees a Versailles par 
le Conseil superieur de la Guerre. 

Ces conditions permettaient d’occuper les points strategiques juges necessaires 
au deia de la ligne de demarcation qui avait ete etablie, et prescrivaient que les 
gouvernements locaux, trouves installes dans les territoires occupes par les troupes 
alliees, continueraient a exercer leur pouvoir pendant Poccupation. 

2. Le 17 novembre 1918, en vertudu paragraphe 4 de la Convention d’armistice 
signee par le General Diaz avec le Commandant en chef des armees austro-hon- 
groises, les troupes italiennes entraient a Fiume considere par le Gommandement 
italien comme ‘point strategique’, et precederament occupe, puis evacue, par un 
bataillon serbe de PArmee interalliee d’Orient. Des forces considerables (13,000 
hommes encore officiellement presents le 15 juillet malgre les reductions d’eff'ectifs 
provenant de la demobilisation) occupent la ville et ses envhons, dans un rayon 
de 6 a 8 kilometres. Des detachements fran^ais, anglais et americains completent 
le corps d ’occupation qui devient ainsi interallie, sous le commandenient du 
General Grazioli de Parmee italienne. (Le bataillon americain quitta la ville dans 
les premier jours de fevrier 1919.) 

3. Tandis que Poccupation italienne etait en cours, le Commandant de PArmee 

^ I'he original of this appendix included the twenty proch-verbaux annexed to the 
report. These documents, which fill 120 pages of print, are not reproduced. 

■’ See No. 8 , minute 6 . 



interalliee d’Orient, jugeant iiecessaire d’etablir a Fiume une base pour le ravitaille- 
ment de ses troupes, ieur donna I’ordre de i’occuper. 

II est a noter ceci; 

a) Qii’aucune ligne de demarcation n’avait ete fixee a Versailles, pour separer 
dans la Monarchic austro-hongroise les territoires, qui auraient pu etre occupes 
pour des raisons strategiques par TArmee d’ltaiie, de ceux qui auraient pu Tetre 
par FArmee d’Orient; 

b) Qiie Fordre d’occuper Fiume avec des troupes frangaises et serbes, donne par 
le Commandant des Armees d’Orient, n’engageait que la responsabilite du General 
qui Favait donne, et non celle du Gonseil Superieur de la Guerre de V ersailles, qui 
n’avait pas ete saisi de la question; 

Ce fut la premiere cause des conflits. Le Commandant italien a Fiume alleguait 
son droit, qui etait incontestable et base sur une convention internationale. Le 
Commandant frangais a Fiume ne pouvait qu’alleguer les ordres de son general. 
Les difficultes rencontrees par les frangais pour etablir leur base et les tiraillements 
dans les rapports avec le Gommandement italien pour y loger leurs troupes n’ont 
pas d’autre origine. 

Ce fut alors que la question fut deferee par les Gouvernements interesses au 
Marechal Foch, qui proposa au Conseil superieur de Guerre que Foccupation de 
Fiume serait italienne, mais qu’on y etablirait une base frangaise pour le ravitailie- 
ment de FArmee d’Orient ainsi qu’un detachement franco-serbe pour le service de 
cette base. Les troupes interalliees d’ltaiie dependraient de FArmee d’ltaiie, celles 
de la base frangaise de FArmee d’Orient. En cas de conflit, les deux Commandants 
eri Chef saisiraient leurs Gouvernements respectifs de la question par I’entremise 
du Marechal Foch. Ces propositions furent approuvees par le protocole de 
Londres. 

4. La co-existence a Fiume des troupes italiennes et de la base frangaise fut ainsi 
etablie en droit, et les tiraillements entre les deux Commandements cesserent 
virtuellement de fait, mais de nouvelles causes de conflit ne tarderent pas k surgir, 
dont les suivantes : 

a) Le fait de la dependance respective des troupes italiennes et frangaises de 
deux Commandements diflerents agissant independamment Fun de Fautre amena 
des conflits de juridiction qui laisserent des rancunes. 

b) La constitution d’lme base frangaise dans les lignes de Farmee interalliee 
d’ltaiie qui, dans Fopinion de la population et des troupes italiennes ravitaillait les 
Yougo-Slaves, parmi lesquels les Slovenes et les Groates qui se sont battus centre 
I’ltalie jusqu’au dernier jour et que I’ltalie considerera comme des ennemis 
jusqu’a ce que la paix soit signee, amena une situation qui irrita profond^ment les 
Italiens. 

c) Le commandant et certains ofiiciers de la base frangaise n’ont jamais vouhi 
reconnaitre le Gonseil national italien qui gouverne a Fiume comme un gouverne- 
inent de fait sinon de droit. 

II faut ajouter a cela que, dans la population mixte de Fiume, il y eut toujours 
des conflits entre les Italiens et les Groates, et que la ville jouissait sous le Gouverne- 
ment hongrois d’une large autonomic fondee sur d’anciens privileges qui en 
iaissaient en general Fadministration aux Italiens. 

d) La nomination d’un Conseil national italien nomme sans elections regulieres 
pour remplacer le Gonseil qui avail pris en main, sous la presidence du Dr. Lanaz, 
i’administration de la ville apres le depart des Autorites hongroises au nom du 
Conseil national yougo-slave de Zagreb, nomme egalement sans elections. 
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Ge Gonseil national italien dont les Groates contestent avec raison la legitimite, 
outrepassa ses droits en proclamant Famiexion au Royaume d’ltalie. 

Soutenu par le Gommandement italien ii prit tres rapidement im ensemble de 
niesures destinees a placer les Gouvernements alliees en presence d’un etat de 
choses qu’ils n’auraient plus qu’a sanctionner. 

En pardculier, les rues et les places de la ville furent debaptisees et regurent des 
noms italiens, la justice fut rendue au nom du Roi d’ltalie, et le serment fut exige 
des avocats. 

e) Les Fran^ais n’ont pas dissimule leur sympathie pour I’element yougo-slave, 
le commandement italien de son cote a ouvertement appuye I’elenient italien et son 
appui est alle Juscju’a tol6rer la constitution de societes comme la Giovine Fiume, la 
Giovane Italia et la formation d’un bataillon fiumain, qui se proposaient de retablir 
I’annexion, meme en employant la violence. La censure peu rigoureuse a permis la 
publication dans la presse d’articles excitant a la revolte et la police trop indulgente 
a donne aux agitateurs de metier le sentiment de I’impunite. 

f) Cette situation, deja par elle-meme tres difficile, devint plus tendue encore 
apres la Paix de Versailles, cpiand la reconnaissance de la Yougo-Slavie par les 
Allids de Fltalie devint un fait accompli et quand on se rendit compte que les 
aspirations de cette Puissance siir Fiume et une partie de la Dalmatie ne recevraient 
pas satisfaction. L’exasperation de Fopinion publique italienne, dirigee surtout 
centre la France, amena la chute du Ministere en Italic et donna lieu a une vioiente 
campagne de presse dont on eut la repercussion a Fiume et c|ui contribua indirecte- 
ment aux evenements douloureux qui donnerent lieu a Fenquete. 

g) Qpelques actes de peu d’importance de soldats fran^ais, qui dans les circon- 
stances actuelles ont, sans aucun doute, offense la population italienne, peu vent 
peut-etre aussi ^tre compris parmi les causes immediates et occasionnelles de 
Fhostilite locale centre les troupes frangaises. 

h) La 3® Armee italienne se Hvra aussi a une propagande anti-alliee, sous forme 
de bulletins distribues aux troupes. 

i) La tres forte preponderance des troupes italiennes dans la ville de Fiume, par 
rapport aux troupes des autres Allies, encouragea la population dans son attitude 
vis-i-vis des Frangais et des Yougo-Slaves dans la ville de Fiume. 

j) Un deploiement considerable d’affiches a contribue egalement a exciter le 
sentiment italien. 

k) Le 25 avril, le manifeste du President Wilson relatif au sort de Fiume cause en 
ville une grosse emotion, Une manifestation de plusieurs milliers de personnes a 
lieu devant le palais du Gouverneur. Le General commandant le Corps d’occu™ 
pation, dans un discours, se declare ouvertement en faveur de Famiexion a Fltalie 
et recommcinda le calme. 

l) Le 17 juin, le General commandant le Corps d’occupation invite le General 
commandant des Troupes fran9aises a eloigner les Serbes de la ville. Le General 
francais refuse, 

B. Les fails 

5. sg juin. — Un groupe de soldats fran9ais, egayes par un bon repas pris a la 
caserne pour feter la paix, vint du fauborg de Susalc en ville accompagne d’un 
clairon. Les soldats etaient plutot gais^ ils chantaient et entremeiaient ieurs 
chansons de quelques cris, entre autres: ‘Vive la France!’, ‘Vive la Yougo-Slavie!’, 
‘A bas Fltalie!’ Le dernier cri est conteste. Gelui de ‘Vive la Yougo-Slavie i’ fut 
considere comme une provocation, qui fut d’autant plus ressentie par les Italiens 
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de Fiume ce jour-la o£i ils etaient fortement excites par la nature de la paix qui 
venait d’etre signee. Heureusement I’afFaire n’eut pas de suites, mais elle contribua 
a creer dans la foule Fetat d’esprit qui provoqua les faits des jours suivants. 

6. 2 juillel. — Deux soldats fran^ais ivres venant de Susak crois^rent deux jeunes 
liiles portant sur la poitrine la cocarde italienne; un d’eux arracha une de ces 
cocardes, des grenadiers italiens le rosserent et, avec d’autres personnes, le rame- 
nerent a la caserne, oix le commandant frangais lui infiigea le maximum de prison. 
En attendant, la nouvelle se repandit comme une trainee de poudre dans la viile 
et tons les Frangais qui se promenaient en groupe ou isoles, sans armes, furent 
violemment attaques par une foule hurlante et armee de matraques, oil ci\ils et 
militaires italiens etaient mMes dans une proportion qui n’a pu etre etablie, les 
temoignages etant contradictoires. On sonna Falerte pour faire rentrer les soldats 
italiens dans leurs casernes, tandis que des piquets armes et des patrouiiles cher- 
chaient a deblayer les rues, a etablir des barrages pour proteger les casernes 
frangaises et a proteger les Frangais en les mettant a I’abri, On reussit ainsi k les 
sauver, mais on ne put empecher 9 officiers et 41 soldats frangais d’etre blesses, 
dont un assez grievement. On reproche aux soldats italiens d’avoir mollement 
defendu les Frangais qu’ils voulaient proteger et meme de les avoir k leur tour 
frappes; des temoins Faffirment, d’autres le contestent; il est prouv6 toutefois que 
cela est arrive en certain nombre de cas et en particulier un officier et k un 
adjudant frangais dont les depositions ne laissent aucun doute. 

Tandis que ces faits se passaient, une foule de civils envahit le Club create. Les 
envaliisseurs briserent les glaces et jeterent par la fen^tre quelques meubies que 
la foule se plut a casser en morceaux. Enfin des soldats italiens entrerent k leur 
tour, firent vider les iieux, mais n’arretei"ent personne. 

L’attaque du Cercle create n’etait pas prevue et on en a ^te d’autant plus surpris 
que, depuis Foccupation, il n’y avait eu aucun conflit entre civils italiens et creates 
de Fiume et que les soldats italiens sont dans les meilleurs termes avec les Groates 
de Susak. Ce fait ne peut done s’expliquer que par Fetat d’esprit de la foule, k la 
suite des causes dejii mentionn^es. Le service d’ordre a ete mal compris, Fabsence 
d’arrestations ne s’explique pas. 

7. § jiiillet. — Un groupe de six soldats frangais se querelle avec des civils, un 
Frangais tire un coup de revolver, un autre en tire un second. Un officier italien 
accourt et tire a son tour un coup sur eux. Un soldat frangais est attaint. Les 
Frangais s’enfuient dans la direction de leur caserne. Un rassernbiement qui se 
forme et grossit a vue d’oeil les poursuit. Pendant la fuite trois d’entre eux 
s’abritent dans une caserne italienne, un disparait, les deux autres arrivent ^ la 
caserne et orient aux armes. Des coups de fusil et de mitrailleuse partent de la 
caserne. L’officier italien s’avance sur la place restee fibre et paiiemente avec les 
soldats frangais qui promettent de ne plus tirer si la foule s’en va, Ils tiennent 
parole et ne tirent plus; un piquet italien arme repousse la foule qui s’etait mise a 
I’abri, etablit un barrage et le calme revient. Pendant la poursuite, une grenade 
lancee par un civil eciate et blesse deux Frangais; quelques coups de feu partent 
d’une maison en face de la caserne et de la maison 3, rue Parini, oil un civil, de 
nationaiite create, est arrete. Quelques instants plus tard,,la foule rencontre une 
patrouille frangaise du Sakalave, Fentoure et Finjurie sans raison; deux piquets 
armes italiens la prennent entre eux et la reconduisent a son bord sans pouvoir 
la proteger des caiiloux que lui lance ia foule tenue a distance. Un barrage 
de marins italiens est 6tabli sur le quai pour la protection du Sakalave qui y est 
amarre. 
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G’est un Frangais qui a tire le premier, et ce qui a suivi en est la consequence, 
etant donne i!etat d’esprit de la foule, de plus en plus sui^excitee. Les coups partis 
cle la caserne occupee par les soldats fran^ais surexcites eux aussi et cjui, se croyant 
attaques, avaient le devoir de se defendre, sont justifies. Pas plus que les autres fois 
le service d’ordre n’a ete suffisant et, comme toujours, il n’y a pas eu d’arrestations. 
On pouvait, au moins, arreter ceux qui insultaient la patrouille du Sakalave, vue que 
des carabiniers etaient la. Pour la pi'emiere fois on voit la foule lancer une grenade 
et quelqii’un tirer d’une fenetre. 

8. Gjuillet. — C’etait un dimanche; trois soldats fran^ais en armes qui venaient 
de Susak ou ils avaient achete des cigarettes et bu du vin et du vermouth, traversent 
le centre de la ville contrairement aux ordres regus de leurs chefs. Ils ne sont pas 
provoques et ne provoquent pas. Une patrouille italienne et une foule les suit. A 
plusieui’s reprises des coups de feu avaient ete tires dans la ville. Sur le C[uai un de 
ces soldats cjuitte ses camarades et rejoint son poste sans etre incpiiete. Les deux 
autres soldats arriverent a la hauteur du palais Adria; Fun d’eux fait demi-tour et 
tire dans la direction de la foule. La patrouille italienne qui les suit se derobe 
derriere le chalet de la douane, d’ou elle tire a son tour quelques coups sur les 
Frangais. Personne ne fut touche et les deux Frangais se sauvdu'ent, poursuivis par 
la foule ou les militaires italiens etaient assez nombreux; un d’eux fut arrete et 
desarrn^ par un civil qui regut un coup de baionnette dans une jambe; Fautre, 
mortellement blesse par un coup de revolver, on ne salt pas exacternent par qui. 
Plusieurs coups de revolver partirent de la foule, oh il y avait aussi des officiers 
italiens que des tcmoins assurent avoir vu tirer. Un d’eux, dont le signalement a ete 
donne, vient deposer : il avoue avoir tire sur le soldat quatre coups de son arme k 
une distance de quarante pas; mais ajoute: qu’il Fa manque, lie Fayant pas 
vu tomber. 

La participation a ce combat peu genereux de quelques officiers italiens qui 
auraient du defendre ce soldat est etablie. A noter une fois de plus Finsuffisance 
absoliie des mesures d’ordre et Fabsence de toute arrestation. 

Get incident est a peine termine que la foule se dirige, on ne sait pourquoi, vers 
les magasins frangais du port Barros. Il n’y avait jamais rien eu dans ces parages, ni 
provocations, ni ciuerelles; une petite garnison de 27 hommes, en partie soldats 
annamites, en partie ouvriers frangais d’administration, gardait ces magasins et y 
etait cantonnee. Deux coups de I'evolver partent de la foule, tires par des civils sur 
la sentinelle annamite qui riposte, des coups de revolver partent des fenetres des 
maisons qui font face au quai Christophe-Colomb et a la rue Marco-Polo, d’autres 
coups de revolver et de fusil traversent le bassin du port interieur, provenant on 
ne sait d’ou en laissant quelques traces sur les cuirasses italiens qui sont dans le 
port. A peu pres au moment ou ce feu cesse, trois compagnies de marins italiens 
armes encadres de leurs officiers sont mises a terre. Celle de V Emmanuel Filiberto se 
rend sur le cjuai ou les contre-torpilleurs frangais sont amarres et etend un cordon 
pour les proteger; celle du Dante se rend sur la place du meme nom avec Fordre de 
maintenir la circulation et d’empecher tout rassemblement. Ni Fune ni Fautre 
n’est attaquee et il leur est possible d’executer les orch'es regus sans rencontrer 
d’obstacles. La troisieme, celle du San Marco^ regoit du Commandant Acton Fordre 
precis de s’interposer entre la foule et les magasins frangais de la base pour les 
proteger sans faire usage des armes. La compagnie s’avance en colonne par quatre 
et, une fois qu’elle a passe le pont tournant, entend siffler quelques balles. Elle 
prend des dispositions de combat. D’abord, eUe se deploie et fait une salve; ensuite 
elle court a Fattaque, se partage en trois colonnes, cerne les magasins, les fouilie, 
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tue ou blesse les quelques Francais et Annamites qiii s’etaient refugies a Finterieur 
et eriimene les survivants sur V Emmanuel Filiberto oil les blesses sont panses. 

Pendant ce bref combat une vingtaine de coups de fusil furent tires par les 
Franco-xA.nnamites, autaiit qu’on en pent juger par le nombre d’etuis de cartouches 
retrouves; a peu pres deux cents furent tires par les marins italiens, de Faveu de 
leurs officiers. Un Frangais et un Italien civil furent tues, pres d’un bateau de 
peche italien amarre au cjuai, par des coups de revolver tires de la foule par des 
civils; deux Annamites furent tiies dans Finterieur du poste par des marins italiens; 
deux autres le furent^ bien que sans armes et quand ils s’etaient deja rend us, I’un 
par un coup de poignard dans le dos, Fautre par un coup de crosse de fusil sur la 
tete; deux grenades furent lancees par la foule, dont Fune tomba dans la mer, 
Fautre eclata tuant un Annamite et blessant un matelot italien. La foule et les 
marins italiens se livrerent a des scenes de sauvagerie constatees par de nombreux 
temoins. 

On ne comprend pas qu’un fait pared ait pu se passer et que quelques coups de 
feu, tires par un poste qui se croyait menace par la foule, aient fait perdre le sang- 
froid aux officiers du San Marco au point d’attaquer ce meme poste qu’ils devaient 
proteger, et de I’attaquer en faisant usage de leurs armes avec une centaine 
d’hommes, sachant c[ue la garnison etait minime et n’avait pas la moindre idee 
de se defendre, comme on le vit lorsqu’a la premiere sommation la sentinelle se 
rendit avec quatre autres homines. II aurait ete si facile de s’expliquer; le sang 
aurait ete epargne et les civils qu’on aurait pu et du repousser au loin n’auraient 
pas pu penetrer, comme ils Font fait, dans I’enceinte du port Barros, oil avec le 
revolver et la grenade ils ont fait trois victimes. II est possible que ces officiers et 
ces marins qui n’avaient jamais combattu a terre aient juge la situation qui se 
presentait a eux non d’apres la realite, mais d’apres les suggestions erronees de 
leur imagination surexcitee. 

On fit des descentes dans plusieurs inaisons sans autres resultats que Farrestation 
d’un officier francais qui n’avait fait que regarder par la fenetre ce qui se passait, et 
celle cFun Croate gar^on d’hotel a Susak. 

L’absence de toute sanction est encore plus incomprehensible que les autres 
fois. 

Le total des pertes frangaises pour le 6 juillet fut de 9 tues et 1 1 blesses. Les 
Italiens eui’ent trois marins legerement blesses. 

G. Rcsponsabilite's 

g. II n’y a.aucun doiite que la responsabilite des causes de la tension dans les 
rapports entre les Italiens du Royaume et ceux de Fiume avec les Francais est due, 
non a des personnes, mais [ ? a] des faits qui appartiennent desormais a Fhistoire. Ge 
sont : la reconnaissance de la Yougo-Slavie de la part des Allies en dehors de FItalie ; 
la Paix de Versailles, ou le reglement de toutes les questions relatives a FItalie fut 
renvoye a une date indeterminee; la croyance du peuple italien a une politique 
Slavophile et hellenophile de la France qui, d’apres lui, tend a reconstruire, sous la 
forme d’une Confederation danubienne, son ancienne ennemie i’Autriche-Hongrie, 
pour lui barrel’ les voies de FOrient. 

10. Cette situation de fait, qu’^il ne dependait de personne de changer et devait 
etre acceptee par tous, n’en etait pas moins d’une nature tres delicate, surtout a 
Fiume ou les interets qui se consideraient leses par elle etaient en contact immediat 
et ou, par consequent, un choc d’un moment a Fautre pouvait se produire. II 
aurait done ete absolument necessaire que toutes les autorities qui, pour une raison 
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quelconque, se trouvaient exercer la juridiction a Fiume se fussent efForcees, en 
parfait accord avec [? entre] dies, de rester au-dessus des passions qui s’agitaient 
dans la ville et de maintenir mi equilibre parfait entre les partis, cherchant a n’en 
mecontenter aucun, puisqu’il leur etait impossible de les contenter tons. Or c’est 
precisement ie contraire qui est arrive. 

11. Le Gonseil national italien, autorite politique de fait, quoique discutee en 
droit, allant au dela de ses attributions, proclame I’annexion au royaume d’ Italic, 
comme s’il n’existait pas a Paris une Conference de la Paix pour decider ces grandes 
questions. II prit ensuite des mesures vexatoires centre les Creates, qui ne voulaient 
pas Ie reconnaitre, et tolera Fexistence de socides de jeunes gens qui travaillaient 
pour Fannexion, proclamant qu’ils n’hditeraient pas, Ie cas echeant, a recourir 
meme a la violence pour y arriver. 

12. Le Gonseil national create a Susak, qui n’a plus d’autorite ni en droit ni en 
fait, puisque F administration est confid a un capitaine de district relevant directe- 
ment de Zagreb, n’en continue pas moins a exister pour faire oeuvre de propagande 
create. 

13. Le commandement italien, au lieu de se retranclier dans ses attributions 
militaires derivant des raisons purement strategiques pour lesquelles Foccupation 
de Fiume lui a ete devolue, appuie ouvertement le Gonseil national italien dans ses 
agissements et, maigre les forces dont il dispose, se garde de sevir centre les elements 
italiens de la ville, meme les plus turbulents; et tout en censurant avec rigueur les 
journaux creates, permet la publication d’articles dangereux dans les journaux 
italiens. 

14. Le Commandement et les officiers fran§ais se sont vu reprocher leurs sym- 
pathies yougo-slaves, soit parce que les Italiens refusaient de s’associer a eux, soit 
parce que ies Fran^ais prderaient frequenter ces Yougo-Slaves. II en est resulte 
chez ies Italiens la croyance que les Frangais etaient avec les Yougo-Slaves centre 
les aspirations italiennes, et une profonde rancune locale. 

15. II n’y a done pas de doute que la responsabilite generale de ce qui vient de se 
passer retombe sur tous ces organes, moins pour les fonctions qu’ils exercent que 
pour la maniere dont ils les ont comprises et exercees. 

16. La responsabilite des lacunes du service de police et du manque total de 
sanctions retombe sur le Commandement italien. 

D. Propositions 

1 7. Etant donne ce qui precede, le meilleur moyen de retablir Fordre et d’em- 
pecher le renouvellement des troubles, serait de decider le sort de Fiunie le plus tot 
possible, pour mettre fin a une periode d’attente qui encourage tous les elements 
subversifs a s’agiter afin d’obtenir la solution qu’ils souhaitent. 

On pourrait prendre, des raaintenant, les mesures suivantes ; 

1“ Remplacer le Gonseil national italien de Fiume par im Gouvernement elu sous 
le controie d’une Commission militaire interallie[e] qui en garantira Fimpai tialite, 

2° Gonstituer une Commission militaire interalliee chargee de la surveillance 
et de Fadministration civile du ‘Corpus separatum’ de Fiume et de Susak. Cette 
Commission compi'endrait un representant des Etats-Unis d’Amerique, de la 
France, de la Grande-Bretagne et de FItalie. Elle controiex'ait egaiement Ies 
elections mentionnees au paragraphe precedent. Le President en sera le Represen- 
tant americain ou anglais. 

30 a) Changer Ie personnel du Commandement italien et les troupes qui ont pris 
part aux derniers troubles, Prevenir le nouveau Commandement que son action 
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doit etre exclusivement miiitaire et qu’il ne doit pas intervenir dans i’Administration 
civile; 

b) Les forces italiennes d’occupation, a FEst de la ligne d’armistice seroiit 
reduites a une brigade d’infanterie et un escadron de cavalerie, un seul bataillon de 
cette brigade etant cantonne dans Finme-Susak. Le General commandant cette 
brigade pourrait resider a Fiume et il y exercera le commandement tactique des 
forces interalliees, Aucune puissance ne pourra ar^oir plus d’un bataillon stationne 
dans la viile, y compris la police miiitaire. 

5° [4°] a) Relever en entier le bataillon d’infanterie coloniale frangais ; 

b) Changer le personnel de la base fran^aise; 

c) En raison de Fhostilite de la population fiumaine a Fegard de cette base, il est 
desii'able qu’elle soit supprimee le plus tot possible. 

5° Deux navires de gueri'e par nation au maximum pourront etre presents sur 
rade en meme temps, a Fexclusion des navires de guerre franf,ais et italiens, avec 
leur personnel, qui se sont deja trouves a Fiume depuis Farmistice a quelque 
epoque que ce soit. 

6° En attendant la creation d’une police locale miiitaire, creer, pour maintenir 
Fordre, un corps de police anglais ou americain de la force d’un bataillon, depen- 
dant de la Commission miiitaire interalliee, prevue au paragraplie 2, Le President 
de cette Commission pouiTait s’adresser au Commandement du Corps interallid 
d ’occupation et aux Commandants des navires de guerre interallies pour avoir 
des renforts en cas de besoin. 

7° Suppression immediate du bataillon fiumain. 

8° Encpiete judiciaire : 

a) Sur la mort du soldat frangais Penuisic; 

b) Sur les faits reproches: 

A Fofficier superieur commandant les compagnies de debarquement; 

Au commandant de la compagnie de debarquement qui a attaque le poste du 
Port Bari'os; 

A Fofficier ciui s’est introduit dans Fappartement d’lm officier frangais pour 
proceder, sans en avoir recu Fordre, a son arrestation; 

Au Commandant des carabiniers italiens. 

g. Les reparations d’ordre moral et cFordre materiel dues a la France pour la 
mort de ses soldats et les degats des magasins de la base seront reglees, selon les 
usages diplomatiques, par entente dh'ecte entre les Gouvernements interesses. 

10. Rien ne doit etre neglige pour que Fentente parfaite et la camaraderie qui, 
hors de Fiume, ont toujours existe entre Farmee frangaise et Farmee italienne, si 
digncs I’une de Fautre, soient retablies pour Finteret commun et pour mener a bien 
la grande oeuvre de la paix. 

1 1 . Action immediate et effective de la part des Allies dans le but de fournir 
a F Italic tout ce dont elle a besoin pour faire revivre son Industrie et assurer sa 
prosperite, Ceci aiderait beaucoup a faire renaitre les bons sentiments et serait 
une demonstration, de la part des Allies, de leur appreciation des sacrifices faits 
par r Italic pour la cause commune. 

12. Etant donne le manque de vivres, la Commission recommande vivement que 
la Serbie soit invitee a lever immediatement les prohibitions d’exportation sur les 

• objets d’aiimentation a destination de Fiume et de la Dalmatic. 

Fiume, le 9 aout 1919. 
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Appendix B to No. 42 
Document i 

Telegramme adresse au Conseil Supreme de la Conference de la Paix, Paris 

BUDAPEST, 53 aout igig, g h. 

N. 181. De prot. compte rendu seance apres midi du 23 aout. Commission a 
communique a Archiduc telegramme Conseil Supreme du 23 aout'" accompagne 
par Icttre dans laquelle on lui clonnait deux heures de temps pour faire connaitre 
sa decision en Tinformant que si celle-ci n’etait pas conforme aux intentions 
exprimees par Conference Paix, la Commission aurait ete obligee de livrer ce 
document a la publicite. A 8 heures du soir, President du Conseil hongrois 
Friedrich a informe par lettre la Commission que Archiduc et Gouvernement 
actuel donnent leur demission et prient faire tout ce qui leur semblera necessaire. 
Conimission a toutes fins utiles a cru bon appeler immediatement Monsieur 
Friedrich et lui conformer [.nr] que Commission ayant deja communique ce que 
Conference Paix croit necessaire retient que Gouvernement actuel assurera comme 
il est d’usage expedition affaires courantes jusciue formation du nouveau gouverne- 
ment dans lec^uel tous les partis soient representes. Monsieur Friedrich a promis 
que dans quelques jours espere pouvoir presenter liste du nouveau cal:)inet. 

Mission Militaire Inter alliee. 


Document 2 

Telegramme adresse au Conseil Suprime Interallie, Paris 

BUDAPEST, 24 aout — 20 h. . 

T. i8o de Prot compte rendu seance matinee du 23 aout. 

La Commission a entendu ce matin M. Diamandi C[ui, ayant regu instructions 
de Bucarest, est venu exposer these du Gouvernement roumain en ce qui concerne 
materiel. D’apres ces declarations, cette these doit etre soutenue en meme temps 
a Paris devant Conseil Suprteie. ‘La Roumanie voit ses propres locomotives 
et wagons aux mains des Hongrois, alors qu’elle n’en a pas pour ses propres 
besoins. 

‘Le materiel que lui ont pris les Hongrois ne peut pas etre considere comme un 
gage appartenant aux Puissances Alliees. 

‘D’autre part, le Comte Gzernin a donne en plein Parlement Fenumeration de 
ce qui a ete pris en Roumanie. Comme compensation Roumanie estime qu’elle 
doit requerir non seulement ce qui est strictement indispensable aux besoins des 
troupes d’occupation, mais aussi 30 pour-cent de tous les articles existant en 
Flongrie. 

‘Que se passerait-il si Roumains se retiraient? Quelles garanties qu’on leur 
restituerait le materiel abandonne par eux en Hongrie? Qui protegera Roumanie 
contre Femploi qui pourrait en etre fait contre elle? Le retard apporte a saisir 
materiel hongrois est a Favantage hongrois et cause de grands dommages a 
Roumanie. . 

‘II ne faut pas oublier que Roumanie est egalement menacee sur front russe. 

See No. 40, appendix G. 
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‘ Un peu moins de rigidite dans decision de Paris pourrait faciliter accord qui 
sans cela serait difficile.’ 

Sans enumerer autres arguments presentes par M. Diamaiidi, il est certain que 
la requisition et les envois en Roumanie sont continues. 

La Commission pourra controler les envois par des Commissions d’officiers dont 
une fonctionnera a partir de demain a Szolnok ou pont de cliemin de fer va etre 
retabli et les autres a bref delai en d’autres points. 

II n’est pas au pouvoir de la Commission d’empecher requisition et elle ne peut 
qu’en referer au Gonseil Supreme. Jusqu’a present, en ce qui concerne les Rou- 
mains, Foeuvre de la Mission [n’]a ete pratiquement d’aucune valeur. 

En consequence, cette mission est d’avis que serait inutile de continuer ces 
pourparlers avec autorites roumaines locales qui suivent une conduite de pro- 
crastination avec intention evidente s’emparer de toute chose de valeur qui reste 
en Hongrie et qui ont continuellement manque a leurs promesses. 

Missioft Militaire Interalliee. 
Appendix C to No. 42 

Teligramme adresse par le Conseil Supreme des Allies au Gouvernement Roumam 
(par I’interm^diaire du Charge d’AfFaires de France a Bucarest.) 

PARIS, le 55 aout iQig. 

Les rapports de la Commission Interalliee des Generaux de Budapest etablissent 
C|ue les autorites militaires roumaines continuent, en depit des assurances donn^es 
tant par le Gouvernement I’oumain que par ses rejiresentants a Paris, a vider la 
Hongrie de ses ressources de tout ordre. 

La Conference de la Paix a pris connaissance de ces informations avec la plus 
penible surprise. Elle attend avec la plus grande impatience la reponse du 
Gouvernement roumain au telegramme que le Gonseil Supreme lui a adresse le 
23 courant, qui a confirme definitivement ses vues, deja exprimees. a plusieurs 
reprises, mais elle doit des maintenant avertir le Gouvernement roumain que si 
les precedes des autorit^s roumaines en Hongrie ne sont pas entierement et im- 
mediatement modifies, une telle attitude entrainera pour la Roumanie les plus 
serieuses consequences. 

G. Glemengeau 

Appendix D to No. 42 

General Staff of the Army. S H Bulletin No. 771. 

2® Bureau A. August 23, 1919, 

Sale of Material belonging to British atid American Troops 

The newspapers of Cologne continue to publish for the British authorities, 
announcements of auction sales of automobiles, horses and mules belonging to 
the army. The Ainericans also circulate announcements: at Boppard they are 
proceeding to conduct sales of military material. 

Annexed is the original and the translation of an announcement of the lioel- 
nische Volkszeitung relative to an auction sale of horses and mules. Other similar 
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announcements, relative to the sale of automobiles and trucks by the British, 
recently communicated to the General stalf, have been destroyed. 

^Motice. 

Upon the order of the British Army 
Sales at auction of 
250 surplus horses and mules. 

Mr. Carl Polhaus 

will sell these animals at public auction 
at Soiingen. 

Loup-Garou. Sebastian-Schiitzenpiatz, 

The sale will commence at 9 o’clock. 

Payments will be made in cash. Checks [Cheques] will not be accepted. 

The animals will be delivered without halters; they can be taken 
away immediately after payment for same. Their transfer into the 
non-occupied zone is authorized.’ 

Appendix E to No. 42 

American Commission to Negotiate Peace. S PI Bulletin No. 772, 

August 55, igiQo 

Telegram from the French High Commissioner at Constantinople on the action of 
Admiral Bristol in presenting a Telegram to the Turkish Government before consultation 
with the Inter- Allied High Commission 

August 2g, igig. 

Tramlation. 

Admiral Bristol, recently appointed American High Commissioner to Con- 
stantinople, remitted a comminatory memorandum to the Grand Vizir on the 
22nd instant without having advised the Allied High Commissioners. 

The following is a resume of the note: 

‘President Wilson notifies the Turkish Goveimment that if immediate measures 
are not taken to prohibit all violence or massacres on the part of the Turks, Kurds, 
or other Mussulmans against the Armenians in the Caucasus or elsewhere, the 
President will withdraw Article 12 from the Peace Conditions" (rules concerning 
the maintenance of Turkish sovereignty). This action would result in the complete 
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire. If the Turks desire to continue to exercise 
any sovereignty over any part of the Empire they must show that they not only 
have the intention, but the authority to prohibit their nationals from engaging in 
these atrocities: no excuse being powerless in the matter will be accepted from 
the Turks.’ 

The Grand Vizir communicated this memorandum to the English and French 
ITigh Commissioners, lie is very uneasy and declares that he has not been 
authorised to control the necessary forces to maintain order or to obtain tlie 
financial resources indispensable for the payment of his soldiers and functionaries : 
under these conditions he is completely at bay. He could not help remarking that 

" i.e. the Fourteen Points, See minute 5 above. 
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America, a country which has not been at war with Turkey and did not sign the 
Armistice, gave this imperative notification separately and without participation 
on the part of tiie Allied Powers. 


Appendix F to No. 42 
Document i 

CoMiTE DE Coordination pour la Reponse A l’Autrighe 

Note pour le Gonseil Supreme 

j?5 aoUt igig. 

Dans sa seance du 19 aout, le Gonseil supreme, voiilant se re%erver I’examen des 
projets de reponse a la note autrichienne, au point de viie dii fond, a decide Cj[ue les 
fonctions du Gomite de coordination se borneraient a des chang'ements de forme. 

Toutefois, le Gonseil supreme a donne des instructions pour que les membres du 
Gomite lui soumissent des rapports sur tous les points on il leur parait qu’il y aurait 
lieu d’introduire des changements de fond. 

En execution de ces instructions, le Gomite de coordination a I’lionneur de 
soumettre au Gonseil supreme: 

1° Un projet de iettre d ’envoi; 

2° Un memorandum annexe contenant les projets prepares par les Commissions 
en reponse aux contre-propositions autrichiennes et coordonnes par le Gomite. ^3 

See No. 37, minute i. 

13 Not printed. This draft reply of 51 pages in the original was in the main the same as 
the final text of the ‘Reponse des Puissances Alliees et Associees aux Remarques de la 
Delegation Autrichienne sur les Conditions de Paix’, printed in Bericht uber die Tdtigkeit der 
deutschbsterreichischen Friedensdelegation in St. Germain-en-Lqye, vol. ii, pp. 318-73. The more 
considerable divergencies between the final text and the draft in this appendix were : 

(i) Part II: Section III: Styria. In place of the last two paragraphs (attribution of Rad- 

kersburg) the draft read: ‘Dans ces conditions elles [les Puissances alliees et 
associees] restent convaincues que leur solution repond &. la fois au sentiment et li 
I’interet de la majorite des populations.’ (Correspondingly the draft did not 
include the phrase ‘sauf sur un point’ in the last sentence of the second paragraph 
of Part IL) 

(ii) Part III: Sections V and VIII. Not included in the draft. 

(iii) Part III: Section VI (Nationalities). The draft differed in minor particulars from 

the final text (cf. No. 43, minute 3 b) and was headed Section II. 

(iv) Part VII (Sanctions). The draft did not include the sixth and seventh paragraphs 

(beginning: ‘Les Puissances alliees et associees ne d&irent. . .’). 

(v) Part X: Section I (Economic Clauses). Paragraph 2 of the new article 224 was not 

included in the draft, and the draft for paragraph 3 read ‘La Tcheco-Slovaquie 
et la Pologne s’engagent en outre a ne pas imposer pendant chacune des trois 
premieres annees de cette periode aucun droit h Pexportation ou autre restriction 
a Pexportation vers I’Autriche de charbon ou de lignite, jusqu’k concurrence d’une 
quantite raisonnable qui sera fixee, h dtfaut d’accord entre les Etats inter esses, 
par la Commission des Reparations. Dans la determination de cette quantite, ia 
Commission des Reparations tiendra compte des quantites de charbon comme de 
lignite normalement fournies aux territoires de PAutriche actuelle par la Haute- 
Silesie et les territoires autrichiens cMes a la Tcheco-Slovaquie et k la Pologne en 
execution du Traite de Paix.’ 

(vi) Part X: Section VIII. The draft relative to article 260 [266] differed somewhat from 
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3*^ Une annexe^'^ enumerant les difFerents points sur lesquels un on plusieurs 
rnembres du Gomite sont d’avis qu’il y aurait lieu d’attirer Pattention du Gonseil 
supreme. II est a peine besoin d’ajouter que les auteurs de ces notes n’ont eu pour 
intention que de laciliter la tache du Gonseil Supreme, dans I’examen des projets 
de reponse. 

Le President: J. Gambon 


Document 2 

Projet. Lettre d' Envoi au President de la Delegation Autrichienne de la Reponse des 
Puissances Alliees et Associees 

A Son Excellence, 

M. Renner, President de la Delegation autrichienne, a Saint-Germain-en-Laye. 

PARIS, le . - I aout igig. 

Monsieur le President, 

Les Puissances alliees et associees ont examine avec une particuliere attention 
les observations de la Delegation autrichienne relatives aux Conditions de paix. 

Vous trouverez ci-joint leur reponse, qui contient tous les amendements dont 
I’introduction dans le Traite a paru ec^uitable et pratiquement realisable. 

La Delegation autrichienne a souleve des objections de principe centre certaines 
clauses du projet primitif du Traite de paix; elle a fait remarquer qu’elles impli- 
quaient d’abord que I’Autriche est un Rtat ennemi et, en outre, qu’elle est riieri- 
tiere des obligations de la Monarchie austro-hongroise. La Delegation autrichi- 
enne pretend que TAutriche est un Rtat entierement nouveau, ne de la dissolution 
de la Monarchie: cree apres I’annistice, il n’a en fait jamais ete en guerre avec les 
Puissances alliees et associees, qui ne sauraient done le traiter en ennemi; il ne 
serait pas juste d’en faire specialement I’heritier des obligations de la Monarchie 
austro-hongroise et de lui faire supporter le poids des indemnites et reparations 
qu’on aurait cei'tainement imposees a la Monarchie si elle avait encore existe. 

Les Puissances alliees et associees ne peuvent admettre ce point de vue. Il ne 
faut pas oublier que la guerre a son origine dans Pultimatum si rigoureux adresse 
de Vienne a la Seibie le 23 juillet 1914, et suivi de la declaration de guerre du 
25 juillet, malgre une reponse du Gouvernement serbe universellement jugee 
conciliante. 11 ne faut pas oublier non plus que, des les premiers jours d’aout 1914, 
les pieces d’artillerie autrichiennes de gros calibre bombardaient les places fortes 
de la Belgique, associant ainsi le Gouvernement autrichien a la violation de la 
neutralite de ce pays. 

Il est vrai sans doute que la responsabilite premiere de la guerre incombe au 
Gouvernement de I’ancienne Monarchie et que ce Gouvernement a disparu; mais 
se borner a cette constatation, e’est donner de la situation une image incomplete. 
Pendant toute une generation, la politique de PRtat austro-hongrois, qu’il s’agit des 
affaires constitutionnelles interieures ou des relations exterieures, n’a eu d’autre 
objet que de rechercher I’appui de PEmpire allemand pour cimenter Fhegemonie 

the final text and no draft was included for the observations on article 261 
[267] 

(vii) Part XII (Ports, Waterways and Railways). The draft for the third and fourth 
paragraphs was as printed in translation by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xi, p. 138, 
Document 3 in this appendix. 
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des elements allemands et magyars sur les elements slaves et latins de la Monarchic, 
et pour Fetendre sur les Etats independants des Balkans. Les evenements des six 
dernieres annees font apparaitre la guerre comme une lutte entre les elements 
germanicj[ues, slaves et latins de FEurope orientale. Le succes des Puissances 
centrales aurait indubitablement conduit a Fetablissement d’une hegemonie com- 
plete et permanente de la puissance militaire allemande, de la pensee politique 
allemande, des idees intellectuelles allemandes sur la plus grande partie du 
continent europeen. 

La rupture du lien qui unissait FAutriche a la Hongrie n’a rien change a leur 
condition de belligerants dans la presente guerre; elle a afFecte sans doute la 
situation de Forganisme international jusque-la reconnu par les Puissances, mais 
on aurait quelque peine a iiier qu’en fait, — et la guerre est une question de fait — 
Fetat de guerre a subsiste. D’ailleurs, on ne saurait dire que Fetablissement a 
Vienne d’un nouveau Gouvernement fut de nature a modifier les rapports de 
FAutriche avec ses ennemis. Pas plus que la rupture d’un lien federal, un change- 
ment de gouvernement ne procure la paix. Ge sont la des actes de forme, cpii ne 
vont pas au fond de si graves affaires. C’est dans le caractere des peuples que 
plongent les racines de la guerre; aussi longtemps C|u’ils ne se sont pas mis d’accord 
pour vivre en paix, les Gouvernements peuvent se fkire ou se defaire, se desagrdger 
ou durer: les peuples n’en continueront pas moins a se battre. C’est ainsi que les 
Puissances alliees et associees estiment qfie Fetat de guerre, cree par la Monarchic 
en juillet 1914, a dure jusqu’a aujourd’hui, et que FAutriche y a participe et y 
participe encore. Aux yeux des Puissances alliees et associees, FAutriche est done 
un Etat ennerni. 

Au contraire, en pleine guerre et longtemps avant Farmistice, les slaves et les 
latins de Fancienne Monarchic se sont rallies aux legions des homines fibres sous 
les drapeaux des Grandes Puissances. Leurs soldats se sont enrolds dans les armees 
de la Liberte ; ils ont servi sur les differents fronts, ont organise des unites indepen- 
dantes et ont ete reconnus comme co-belligerants par les Gouvernements allies et 
associes. Leur exemple a inspire leurs concitoyens et les aspirations longtemps 
contemies de ses peuples se sont donne fibre cours dans une explosion de vie 
nationale. Ils ont pris leur place parmi les autres Etats. Ge n’est pas de leur propre 
gre qiFils ont fait la guerre dans les rangs des soldats de la Monarchic; ils Font 
montre depuis, en s’unissant a leurs pretendus ennemis qui les ont admis dans 
leur alliance. 

Ge demembrement de la Monarchic n’a pas eteint ses obligations d’avant-guerre 
ni celles qu’elle a contractees pour faire la guerre, et les Puissances alliees et asso- 
ciees victorieuses ont du resoudre le difficile probleme de leur liquidation, dans un 
esprit d’equite et de justice. II n’existait ni theorie ni pi'atique reglant les relations 
entre Etats qui pussent les guider dans cette situation sans precedent. 

Bien que FAutriche (avec la Hongrie) soit Fheritiere de la Monarchic, on n’en 
est pas moins oblige de reconnaitre que reduite a Fetat d’un petit peuple de 
6 millions d’ames, elle ne peut supporter ni eteindre les obligations contractees par 
une grande Puissance d’environ cinquante millions d’habitants occupant d’im- 
menses territoires comme Fancienne Monarchic avant son effondrement. 

Penetres de ces faits, nous avons insere dans le Traite qu’accompagne cette lettre 
des dispositions assez elastiques relatives aux responsabiiites d’ordre materiel 
incombant a FAutriche, de maniere a lui permettre d’adapter des maintenant et 
a Favenir son existence a ces nouvelles conditions. De plus, on a procede a la 
repartition de certaines de ces obligations entre les Etats issus de Fancienne 
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Monarchic ou agrandis a ses depens ; ainsi la liquidation du grand Empire pourra 
s’efFectuer en tenant compte aussi bien des faits qu’implique la situation actuelle, 
que de cet autre fait inoubliable, que FEmpire a attire sur le monde un cortege de 
destructions, de miseres et d’horreurs. 

En outre, les Puissances alliees et associees se rappellent que la Monarchic 
austro-hongroise, en demandant un armistice et en acceptant sans conditions ses 
clauses, a recomiu pleinement sa defaite complete sur le champ de bataille. 

L’Autriche est un grand £tat ennemi; elle herite des responsabilites qu’elle 
a encourues lorsqu’elle faisait partie de Fancienne Monarchic; elle est du cote 
des vaincus dans cette guerre: ce sont la les justes deductions qui ont servi de 
base a Fexamen des contre-propositions autrichiennes et qui constituent le fonde- 
ment de la paix que les Puissances alliees et associees doivent conclure avec 
FAutriche. 

Nous n’avons pas juge devoir reviser les clauses teriitoriales, pour les raisons 
qu’expose la reponse des Allied. Nous nous bornerons a indiquer ici que si certaines 
considerations gcographiques ou economiques d’ordre superieur nous ont amenes 
a maintenir en dehors de FAutriche quelques populations allemandes, e’est que la 
constitution de cet etat de choses est apparue comme plus necessaire a Fexistence 
des noiiveaux Etats issus de I’ancien Empire austro-hongrois et aux interets des 
autres fitats limitroplies que la conservation de ces populations par FAutriche 
actuelle n’etait indispensable a celle-ci. La solution adoptee est du reste de nature 
a assurer le bien-etre de ces populations allemandes, en les maintenant dans le 
ressort des pays avec lesquels s’effectuent toutes leurs relations commerciales et 
industrielles et dans lesc[uels elks peuvent le plus aisement faire prosp6rer leurs 
industries : tel est le cas, notamment, pour les Allemands de Boheme. 

Les Puissances alliees et associees ont Fintime conviction que les solutions adop- 
tees pour le trace des fronticres sont indispensables si Fon veut assurer Fexistence 
de tous les peupies issus de Fancienne Autriche-Hongrie, sans les exposer tons, y 
compris la nouvelle Autriche, a Fanarchie et a des rivalitds pouvant les entrainer 
k la guerre. 

Gonstatant d’ailleurs que la Delegation autrichienne n’exclut pas Fespoir de 
s’accommoder de la nouvelle repartition g^ographique des territoires, grace a 
Fheureuse influence que pourra exercer la Societe des Nations sur tous les peupies 
du monde, elks saisissent cette occasion pour renouvekr a la Delegation autri- 
chienne Fassurance que kur sincere desir est de voir admettre FAutriche a tres 
bikve echeance dans la Societe des Nations. 

En ce qui concerne les clauses economiques et financieres signalees avec une 
particuliere insistance dans la note de la Delegation, les Puissances alliees ct 
associees se sont appliquees a rechercher tous les accommodements possibles. 

Elks tiennent avant tout, a assurer FAutriche que la Commission des Repara- 
tions, tout en poursuivant sa mission, se montrera imbue des principes Iiautement 
huwanitaires, ct usera des menagements que comporte actuellement la situation 
critique de FAutriche au point de vue alimentaire. Gonfiante dans la loyaute avec 
laquelk FAutriche poursuivra Faccomplissement de Fensembk des stipulations du 
Traite, les Puissances alliees et associees chargeront la Commission de veilkr a ce 
que le ravitailiement indispensable ne soit a aucun moment compromis. 

Au point dc vue financier, le principal effort des Puissances alliees et associees 
a porte sur la question du partage des dettes d’avant-guerre et des dettes de guerre 
entre FAutriche ct les divers ifitats issus de Fancien Empire. Elks ont decide d’ap- 
porter en ces matieres des modifications importantes aux dispositions initiakment 
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prevues, et leur reponse en donne le detail. li n’est pas possible aux Puissances 
d’aller plus loin et de mettre les nouveaux Etats sur le meme pied quc FAutriche 
et la Plongrie. 

En dehors de la question du reglement des dettes, plusieurs autres modifications 
conformes aux desirs de la Delegation autricliienne ont ete introduites dans le 
Traite. 

Les Puissances alliees et associees ont prevu d’autre part Finsertion dans le Traite 
de quelc^ues dispositions necessaires pour le mettre en harmonic avec les accords 
qui regleront les rapports de tous les P,tats successeurs. II ne s’agit la que de clauses 
secondaires, ne portant pas sur les droits de souverainete de FAutriche et dont 
I’insertion constituera un avantage reciproque pour toutes les Parties. 

Le Gouvernement de FAutiiche, a maintes reprises, a reclame le droit de paiier 
non pas seulement au nom des populations habitant les territoires sur lesquels il a, 
en fait, exerce sa souverainete depuis la dissolution de FEmpire, mais aussi, au nom 
de toutes les populations de langue allemande de la Monarchic, La paix ne peut 
etre signee que s’il represente seulement la population des territoires qui lui sont 
assignes et ^ Fegard desquels il sera desormais reconnu officiellement comme le 
Gouvernement regulier. La Delegation autrichienne a fait mainte fois allusion a 
la situation des populations de langue allemande dans le nord de la Boheme. C’est 
la une question qui ne la regarde en rien. Ge n’est pas au Gouvernement autrichien 
qu’incombe le devoir de representer les desirs ou de veiller aux interets de ces 
populations. 

Gonformement a ce principe, la Gonference a decide que FEtat que vous 
representez sera connu sous le nom d’Autriche et non pas sous le nom d’Autriche 
allemande. 

Si cette derniere dwiomination avait ete accept^e, on aurait pu interpreter cette 
decision comme la reconnaissance d’un droit qui n’existe pas. Parler d’une 
Autriche allemande impliquerait qu’il existe une autre Autriche qui n’est pas 
allemande. Or, il n’existe pas d’autre Autriche. L’ Autriche, la Bohdme et la 
Hongrie, pendant longtemps unies dans le meme systeme politique, se sont sepa- 
r<ies; chacun de ces pays reprend la situation qu’il occupait jadis comme £tat 
separe, 

Les modifications que nous venons d’apporter au projet initial de Traite sont les 
dernieres dont celui-ci nous parait susceptible : autrement, il ne serait pas une paix 
de justice. Mais nous devons rappeler en terniinant que le Gouvernement autri- 
chien ne saurait s’attendre a une cl6nence plus grande et a une absolution plus 
complete des evenements survenus pendant la recente guerre. 

Les Puissances alliees et associees n’ont pas repondu expressement a tous les 
points souleves par la Delegation autrichienne dans les notes remises par elle. Mais 
elles entendent etablir clairement que Fabsence de reponse de leur part n’impliquc 
pas un acquiescement aux objections formulees, ni a telles interpretations du texte 
dll Traite auxquelles cette absence de reponse pourrait donner lieu. 

La redaction du Traite que nous vous apportons aujourd’hui, venant apres celle 
du 20 juillet dernier qui avait deja fait subir de considerables modifications au texte 
initial du 2 juin, doit etre acceptee ou rejetee dans les termes memes ou elle est 
con9ue. 

En consequence, les Puissances alliees et associees attendent de la Delegation 
autrichienne, dans les 5 jours a compter de la date de la presente communication, 
line declaration leur faisant connaitre qu’elle est prete a signer le traite tel qu’il 
est. Aussitot cette declaration parvenue aux Puissances alliees et associees, les 
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dispositions seront prises pour la sigiiatui'e immediate de la paix a Saint- 
Germain-en-Laye. 

Faute d’une telle declaration dans le delai ci-dessus, Tarmistice conclu le 3 no- 
vembre igi8 serait considw^e comme ayant pris fin, et les Puissances alliees et 
associees prendraient les mesures qu’elles jugeraient necessaires pour imposer leurs 
conditions. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

Document 3 

Reserves fomulees par les Delegations 
Lettre d’Envoi 
Proposition hritannique 

La Delegation hritannique propose que le libelle de la lettre d’envoi .soit rnodifie 
de fa§on a incorporer les principes suivants : 

I. 1° L’etat de guerre qui, jusqu’a I’armistice a incontestablement existe, n’a 
en feit pas cesse jusqu’a maintenant pour les populations de I’Autriche et le fait 
qu’un nouveau Gouvernement a ete institue n’y a pas mis fin ; 

2° Les Puissances alliees et associees ont done le droit de mettre h. la conclusion 
de la Paix des conditions qu’il leur appartient a elles seules d’imposer; 

30 Par le fait menie de la signature de la Paix ces Puissances reconnaissent le 
nouveau Gouvernement de la Republicpie d’Autriclie; en le faisant, elles sont dis- 
poshes ^ reconnaitre aussi que I’Autriche est un nouvel fitat qui n’herite ni des 
droits, ni des obligations de Pancienne Monarchic austro-hongroise ou de la partie 
cisleithane de cette Monarchic, sauf des droits et obligations crees par le texte 
meme du Traite. 

II faudrait a ce texte des modifications afin de le rendre plus clairement con- 
forme a ces principes. 

Les paragraphes 1 et 2 sont acceptes par les autres Delegations qui estimeut 
qu’ils figurent deja dans la lettre et ils repoussent le 3 ® point. 

IL Le Representant britannicjue fait une reserve d’ordre general au premier 
paragraphe concernant la question de frontiere jusqu’a. ce cj[u’une decision definitive 
ait ete prise par le Conseil Supreme, sur les observations presentees pour ce chapitre. 

Le Representant hritannique ne peut non plus accepter le deuxieme paragraphe 
qui stipule que la fixation de frontieres englobant I’attribution a I’ltalie du Tyrol 
moyen est indispensable. II s’associe entierement a la decision prise a I’unanimite 
par la Commission centrale territoriale, declarant que, la decision concernant le 
Tyrol moyen ayant ete prise par le Conseil Supreme, il n’appartient a aucun autre 
organe d’expliquer et de justifier les raisons qui ont motive cette decision; ignorant 
ces raisons, le Repi'esentant hritannique ne peut s’associer a une declaration disant 
que I’attribution de ce territoire a I’ltalie etait indispensable. 

Les Delegations ammcaine, fran^aise, italienne et japonaise sont opposees a. 
ectte reserve. 

Proposition americaine 

La Delegation americaine appelle I’attention sur les observations suivantes: 

La lettre d’envoi a la Delegation autrichienne adopte le point de vuc cpie 
I'Autriche est, jusqu’a un certain point au. moins, le successeur de la Monarchic 
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austro-hongroise. G’est le point de vue qui, semble-t-il, a etc affirme prec^dem- 
ment a plusieurs reprises, ainsi que le montre Fextrait suivant d’une lettre envoyee 
le 1 6 aout par la Commission financiere au Secretaire general de la Goiiference; 

‘La Gommision financiere estime qu’elle n’est pas competente pour modifier 
les directives qu’elle a regues du Gonseil Supreme des Puissances alliees et 
associees, particulierement par la lettre envoyee par M. Glemenceau a Lord 
Gunliffe le 12 mai 1919. 

‘I. La Republique d’Autriche est le successeur de Fancienne Monarchic; eiie 
ne saurait etre placee sur le meme pied que les fitats auxquels ont ete transferes 
des territoires de Fancien Empire d’Autriche, ou c^ue les Etats nes du demembre- 
ment de FEmpire: ces Etats font partie des Puissances alliees et associees et on 
ne saurait leur imposer le fardeau de la dette de guerre de Fancienne Monarchic 
autrichienne . . .’ 

D’autre part, la lettre de M. Glemenceau a Lord Gunliffe, en date du 12 mai 
1919, dit: 

‘Cher Lord Gunliffe, 

‘Je suis charge de vous informer que le Gonseil Supreme, dans sa seance du 
samedi apres-midi, 10 mai, a examine votre lettre du 8 mai par laquelle vous 
demandez si les Etats nouvellement crees, tels que la Pologne, etc., doivent 
assumer une partie de la dette de guerre austro-hongroise. 

‘II a ete decide qu’aucune portion de la dette de guerre austro-hongroise ne 
serait rnise a la charge de ces Etats. En ce qui concerne les reparations, il a ete 
decide c|ue la Commission dont vous faites partie serait priee de prendre comme 
base de ses travaux le principe de la participation de tous les Etats qui ont 
appartenu a Fancienne Monarchic austro-hongroise, aux payements dus a ce 
titre. Sur cette base, la Commission aura a fixer le montant total c]ue pourra 
payer Fensemble des Etats qui faisaient partie de Fancien Empire austro-hon- 
grois; puis elle presentera des propositions sur la part c[ue devra verser chaque 
Etat interesse, en tenant compte de ses engagements anterieurs et de sa capacite 
de payement . , 

Nous rappelons egalement la declaration faite par la Grande-Bretagne et la 
France le 28 mars igi8, a la suite de la communication dans laquelle le gouverne- 
inent sovietiste de Russie exprimait Fintention de repudier la totalite de la dette 
publique russe. Cette declaration disait: 

‘Aucun principe n’est mieux etabli c^ue celui qui veut qu’une nation soit 
responsable des actes de son gouvernement, et qu’aucun changement de gou- 
vernement ne puisse affecter les obligations precedemment contractees. 

‘Les obligations de la Russie subsistent; elles lient et continueront a Her les 
nouveaux Etats ou le groupe d’Etats qui representent ou representeront la Russie. ’ 
Malgre la position adoptee dans la lettre d’envoi qui va etre remise a la Delega- 
tion autrichienne, ainsi que dans les autres declarations citees ci-dessus, le pream- 
bule du Traite avec FAutriche declare que: 

‘L’Autriche est reconnue comme Etat nouveau et independant^ sous le nom de 
Republique d’Autriche.’ 

II est laisse au Gonseil Supreme le soin de decider si cette phrase du Preambule 
du Traite n’est pas en contradiction avec la declaration faite dans la lettre d’envoi 
ainsi qu’avec les autres declarations citees ci-dessus. 
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Ell outre, nous faisons remarquer que la clause du Traite declarant que TAu- 
triclie est reconnue comme un etat nouveau et independant, sous le nom de Repub- 
lique d’Autriclie’ pourrait amener des erreurs d’interpretation, quant aux droits 
et obligations (en dehors de ceux mentionnes dans le Traite) de la nouvelle 
Autriche, en tant que faisant partie des ^itats heritiers de la Monarchie austro- 
hongroise. On ne peut prevoir sur quels points les Puissances ailiees et associees 
voudront tenir FAutriche responsable en ce qui concerne les droits et obligations 
qui, au point de vue du droit international et de la justice, lui reviennent en raison 
de son ancienne situation dans la Monarchie austro-hongroise — droits et obliga- 
tions qui ne rentrent pas dans le present Traite. De plus, les jfitats neutres comptent 
que 1’ Autriche remplira certaines obligations, et FAutriche compte que ces l&tats 
lui reconnaitront certains droits qui resultent de son ancienne situation dans la 
Monarchie austro-hongroise. II est possible que le nouvel Etat d’Autriche se 
considere, en raison de sa reconnaissance par le Traite ‘comme fitat nouveau et 
independant’, comme degage, selon le droit des gens et la pratique internationale, 
de toutes les obligations, a Fegard des Principales Puissances ailiees et associees ou 
des Etats neutres, obligations qui decoulent de ses anciens liens avec la Monarchie 
austro-hongroise. 

Elle peut meme, en se basant sur cette reconnaissance comme ‘fitat nouveau et 
independant’, presenter Fargument qu’elle commence son existence, libre de tout 
passe, sans autres obligations que celles qui lui sont imposees par le Traite de paix. 
11 est fait remarquer qu’il serait dangereux et probablement genant pour les 
Principales Puissances ailiees et associees de permettre k FAutriche par un docu- 
ment ofRciel, comme le Traite de paix, de prendre une semblable attitude. 

En consequence il est propose que la clause du Traite, ci-dessus mentionn^e, soit 
redigee comme suit; 

1 ° L’ Autriche est reconnue comme une Republique, sous le nom de Repub- 
lique d’Autriche, 
ou bien : 

2 ° Que la clause soit entierement supprimee et que le nom ‘Autriche’ dans 
Fenumeration des ‘Hautes Puissances Gontractantes’ soit remplace par celui de 
‘Republique d’Autriche’. 

Partie II. FRONTifeREs de l’ Autriche. [Not printed.]*® 

Partie III. Glauses Politiques. [Not printed.]**’ 

Partie IV. Interets Autrighiens hors d’ Europe 
Les batiments diplomatiques et consulaires au Maroc et en Fgypte ne doivent 
pas faire Fobjet d’une cession. L’ensemble de la question de la propriete dcs 

15 Fart II contained three reservations with regard to Ground, Styria (Marburg), and 
Carinthia (Klagenfurt) respectively: for which see minute 6 (a), above. 

Part III was a note stating that the Editing Committee was considering a proposal 
from the Committee on Political Clauses, arising out of its discussion of a draft convention 
with the representatives of Allied States to which territories of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy had been transferred, that the following additional paragraph be inserted in the 
appropriate place in the treaty of peace with Austria : ‘L’ Autriche communiquera, sous 
condition de reciprocite, aux Gouvernements allies et associes interesses toutes les archives, 
registres, plans, titres dc propri6te et documents de quelque nature qu’ils soient, se rappor- 
tant a des questions d’ordre civil, financier, judiciaire sur ces territoires et qui interesseraient 
un organisme public, sur Pun des territoires transferes par le present Traite.’ 
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batiments diplomatiques et consulaires appartenant a la Monarchic austro- 
liongroise devrait faire i’objet d’une convention speciale entre les fitats interesses 
et une clause a cet effet devrait etre inseree dans le Traite. 

Recommande par les Delegations americaine et britannique 

Partie V. Glauses Aeriennes 
Section III 

L’article 143 [147]'’- dit; 

Tendant les six mois qui suivi'ont la mise en vigueur du present Traite, la 
fabrication, Pimportation et Pexportation des aeronefs, pieces d’aeronefs, ainsi 
que des moteurs d’aeronefs et pieces de moteurs d’aeronefs, seront interdites dans 
tout le territoire de PAutriche.’ 

La Delegation autrichienne fait remarquer, au sujet de cette clause, que d’inter- 
dire en Autriche Pemploi de main-d’oeuvre pour des constructions aeronautiques, 
reviendrait a reduire au chomage un grand nombre d’hommes, ce qui augmen- 
terait la desorganisation sociale dont souffre ce pays. 

Le projet de reponse refuse de tenir compte de cet argument. D’abord, on y 
all^gue que les ouvriers n’auront pas de peine a trouver un autre travail, a Pappui 
de quoi on cite Pexemple de la France et de PAngleterre; secondement, on y 
affirme qu’il y aurait un danger d’ordre militaire a permettre a PAutriche de 
continuer la fabrication du materiel adronautique, parce qu’il pourrait servir k 
approvisionner 1 ’ Allemagne. 

Ni Pune ni Pautre de ces raisons ne semblent valables [«V] , Qiiant a la premiere, 
Panalogie avec la Fra'nce et PAngleterre est de nature a induire en erreur; d’autres 
raisons speciales a PAutriche rendront la recherche d’emplois trds difficile pour de 
grandes populations industrielles. 

Quant aux raisons d’ordre militaire, il faut remarquer d’abord que la clause en 
question ne s’appliquera que pendant six mois. Et si jamais un danger est a 
craindre du cote de P Allemagne, il est bien improbable qu’il se produise durant 
cette periode. Si jamais ce danger devait se produire, ce serait plus tard, mais alors 
Particle en cjuestion sera devenu inoperant. D’autre part, au point de vue chomage, 
il faut I'emarquer ciue Particle deviendrait operant au commencement de Phiver, 
epoque a lacjuelle la desorganisation sociale a toute chance d’atteindre son point 
culminant. 

Si Pon maintient la clause, il semble done necessaire de lui trouver une meilleure 
justification. Au point de vue politique, la redaction de tous ces paragraphes 
semble bien imprudente. Il faut aussi remarquer qu’en vertu du Traite avec 
P Allemagne (art. 201), Pimportation du mateidel aeronautic[ue est interdite pen- 
dant les six mois durant lesquels la clause en question reste operante. Il semblerait 
qiic ce soit la une garantie suffisante centre le danger qu’on apprehende, de voir 
PAutricIic fournir a PAllemagne de ce materiel. 

Eecoinmaiidee par les Delegations britannique et japonaise. 

Repoiissee par les Delegations americaine, frangaise et italienne. 

Partie VII. Responsabilites et Sanctions 
Le projet de reponse de la Commission des responsabilites peut se diviser en 
deux parties : la premiere traite de la question d’oi’dre general, de la responsabilite 
morale de PAutriche dans la guerre et des relations de PAutriche avec les nouvelles 
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nationalites. Les Delegations britannique et japonaise proposent de traiter cette 
question dans la lettre d’envoi; il ne semble pas opportun de remettre ici sur le 
tapis cette question d’ordre gen^'al, en la traitant comme une simple question de 
coordination; on propose done de laisser de cote cette partie de la reponse. 

Le reste de la reponse se rapporte a une question soulevee par les Aiitrichiens 
dans leur note N° 914, du 6 aout. 

Gomme la Tcheco-Slovaquie et la Pologne n’ont pas ete des belligerants, il 
faudrait reconnaitre qu’eiles n’ont pas acquis le droit d’exiger la livraison de per- 
sonnes accusees de violation des lois du droit international, afin d’etre jugees et, 
quant a I’ltalie, la Roumanie et I’Ltat Serbo-Croate-Slovene, ce droit devrait se 
limiter aux portions de leur territoire actuel et a ceux de leurs nationaux c]ui ont 
appartenu aux Etats en question avant la dissolution de la Monarchic austro- 
hongroise. 

Le projet de reponse refuse de reconnaitre le bien fonde de ce point et fonde son 
refus sur ‘la reconnaissance d’insurges comme belligerants’. 

Get argument ne semble pas correspondre aux faits. En Tcheco-Slovaquie, par 
exemple, il n’y avait pas d’insurges a proprement paiier, et il sera difficile de 
prouver qu’en Pologne il y ait eu des insurges qui aient ete ou aient pu etre reconnus 
comme belligerants, excepte les legionnaires sous les ordres du General Pilsudsld, 
iesquels se sont battus dans les rangs autrichiens. 

La these soutenue par les Autrichiens est juste, et il y aurait lieu d’expliquer que, 
comme les clauses ne visent que les infractions aux lois et coutumes de la gueri'e, 
elles ne visent evidemment pas des actes commis avant la dissolution de la Monar- 
chic austro-hongroise contre des ressortissants de cette Monarchie ou des destruc- 
tions commises sur son territoire. 

Notre reponse Cjui pouixait etre presentee aux Autrichiens, en supposant que ce 
point rencontre I’approbation du Conseil Supreme, a ete redigee et se trouve ci- 
jointe. 

Recommandee par les Delegations britannique et japonaise. 

Repoussee par les Delegations americaine, fran^aise et italienne. 

Projet de reponse d la note autrichienne 
Sanctions 

Les Puissances alliees et associees ont examine avec grand , soin les arguments 
contenus dans la note autrichienne du 12 juillet disant que les articles 169 [173] et 
172 [176] concernant les sanctions dans leur forme actuelle sont inapplicabies aux 
conditions qui s’appliquaient dans Pancienne Monarchie austro-hongroise, pour 
la raison que les lois de la guerre ne s’appliquent qu’entre belligerants, et que les 
actes dont peuvent avoir a se plaindre les anciens ressortissants autrichiens de ia 
part d’officiers des forces austro-hongroises ne peuvent, par consequent, constituer 
des violations des lois de la guerre. 

Les Puissances alliees et associees ne desirent pas traiter ici des actes commis par 
im memlDre des forces austro-hongroises contre des personnes qui, a ce moment, 
faisaient egalement partie de ces forces, ou contre d’auti'es qui etaient sujets de 
I’empire d’Autriche ou du royaume de Hongrie, et elles sont d’accord que les lois 
et coutumes de guerre tellcs qu’eiles sont exposees dans la Convention sur les lois 
de ia guerre terrestre (n° 4 de ia Convention signee a la Haye en 1907) et que les 
regies exposees dans cette Convention ne s’appliquent pas a ces cas. 

Ge n’est que dans les cas oii les lois et coutumes de la guerre s’appliquent, que les 
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Puissances alliees et associees desirent ouvrir des poursuites centre les individus 
faisant partie des forces de Pancienne Monarchic austro-hongroise ; et e’est a des 
delits de cette nature que sont limitees les poursuites intentees par elle. Les indi- 
vidus qui seront livres seront misen jugement dans des conditions qui offriront toute 
garantie d’un jugement juste. L’article 170 [174] prevoit specialement que dans 
tous les cas Paccuse sera autorise a nommer son propre avocat. La situation est 
done, que si un individu quelconque trouve qu’il est accuse d’un delit qui ne con- 
stitue pas une violation des lois de la guerre, parce que e’est un acte auquel ne 
s’appliquent pas les lois de la guerre, il sera evidemment sujet a etre acquitte. 

Les droits garantis aux individus en question sont si bien definis sous ce rapport 
qu’il est peu probable qu’on demande de livrer un individu determine faisant partie 
des anciennes forces austro-hongroises pour des actes auxc|uels ne s’appliquent pas 
les lois de la guerre. Pour ces raisons, les Puissances alliees et associees n’estiment 
pas qu’il soit necessaire d’apporter une modification a ces articles. L ’argument 
expose dans la meme note disant que les lois intmeures de la Republique d’Au- 
triche empechent de livrer des ressortissants autrichiens pour etre juges par un 
tribunal etranger est un argument que les Gouvernements allies et associes ne 
peuvent, en aucime fagon, admettre et e’est avec quelque surprise qu’ils ont 
remarc[ue qu’il en est fait usage. Gela est absolument contraire au principe c[u’ils 
ont juge essentiel, apres mur examen, d’imposer dans tous les Traites de Paix, a 
savoir, que les individus coupables des atrocites qui ont ete commises dans cette 
derniere guerre doivent etre juges d’une fa^on ejui empeche, dans I’avenir, le 
renouvellement d’une pareille conduite. 

Recommandee par les Delegations britannique et japoiiaise. 

Repoussee par les Delegations americaine, franejaise et italieune. 

Partie VIII. Reparations 

Le paragraplie 2 de I’Annexe IV donne aux Gouvernements allies et associes le 
droit d’etablir avec la Commission des Reparations, des listes indiquant le materiel 
et les objets c[ui ont ete saisis, consommes ou cletruits par I’Autriche, et ce en vue de 
leur remplacement. Si, d’une maniere generale, il appartient a la Commission des 
Reparations de fixer les epocjues et le chiffre de ces reparations, il y a cependant une 
exception relative au cheptel vif dont une partie doit etre immediatement livree 
aux Gouvernements italien, serbe-croate-slovene et roumain. La Delegation 
autrichienne a eleve des objections smeuses contre cette condition. Elle allegue 
cpi’i! semble vraiment peu equitable de contraindre I’Autriche a se dessaisir de 
denrees de valeur au moment precis ou les Allies eux-memes jugent necessaire 
d’importer des denrees a Vienne. 

Les Delegations ci-dessous se permettent de suggerer cj^u’un examen plus appro- 
fondi pourrait faire juger desirable etant donne la situation alimentaire de FAu- 
triclie de laisser de toute maniere la Commission des Reparations juge de la Cj[ues“ 
tion de la livraison du cheptel vivant. 

En faisant cette recommandation, elles ont ete mues par les motifs suivants : 

I . Bien qu’il soit indeniable que pendant la guerre, une quantile considerable 
de cheptel vif ait ete enlevee d’ltalie, de Serbie et Roumanie, il ne faut pas perdre 
de vue que les grandes cessions de territoires austro-hongrois faites a ces fitats leur 
vaudront, sans aucim doute, I’acquisition de grandes quantites de cheptel vif ayant 
appartenu a FAutriche-Hongrie. Sous ce rapport, le cas est tres different de celui 
de F Allemagne dont le territoire est demeure presque intact. 
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2. Dans une question de cette nature, nous ne pouvons pas nous permettre de 
negliger Fopinion piiblique du monde maintenant et dans Favenir. Chacun, hors 
de cette Conference, dira qu’au moment ou le peuple de Vienne est afl’ame, au 
moment ou il est necessaire d’importer des vivres et, en particulier, du lait pour 
sauver la vie des petits enfants, nous contraignons FAutriche a nous livrer une 
partie de son cheptel vif dont depend sa subsistance. Neanmoins, il semble dou- 
teux, a supposer meme — ce qui n’est pas clairement demontre — qu’on puisse 
trouver une justification a cette mesure dans une comparaison entre la situation 
alimentaire de I’Autriche et celle des autres pays interesses, cpie Favantage materiel 
qu'elle rapporterait a ces fitats puisse contrebalancer les desavantages politic|ues et 
moraux qui resulteraient certainement du maintien de cette exigence. 

Il est bien malheureux qu’on ne puisse trouver, pour le motiver, des renseigne- 
ments sfirs et concluants ou des statistiques certaines, a defaut de quoi, le projet de 
reponse de la Commission des Reparations n’est pas concluant. 

Ce n’est pas un argument valabfe que de dire, aimi cpi’on Fa fait, cju’il existe des 
villages eloignes dans les confins lointains de la Republique d’Autriche, par 
exemple dans le V orarlberg ou le Salzkammergut d’oii on ne puisse pas expedier 
du lait a Vienne. Le lait produit par le betail pent etre transforrne en aliments sous 
forme de beurre et de fromage. D’une maniere g^nerale, toute livraison de moyens 
de production alimentaire doit tendre a appauvrir I’ensemble de F£,tat. De plus, 
il semble que les principales regions productrices d’aliments en Autriche se trouvent 
6tre les plus rapprochees de Vienne, en particulier la Haute et la Basse-Autriche, 
la S[t]yrie et la Garin thie, alors que les districts montagneux eloignes n’arrivent pas 
a produire le necessaire pour leur propre population. 

Recommandee par les Delegations hritannique et japonaise. 

Repoussee par les Delegations italienne et fran^aise. 

La Delegation americaine reserve son opinion. 

Comme suite aux raisons donnees par la DHegation americaine dans le chapitre 
relatif aux ports, voies d’eau et voies ferrees, cette Delegation attire I’attention sur 
le caractere interpretatif du passage suivant dans le projet de reponse prepare par 
la Commission des Reparations. 

Le projet de reponse contient a la page 3, cjuatrieme paragraphe,*’ ie passage 
suivant: 

‘L’intention des Gouvernements allies et associes n’est pas d’amener par cette 
disposition les prix du marche interieur de ces articles au niveau des prix du 
marche international; ils desirent seulement que I’option leur soit conferee de 
les acquerir aux prix du marche interieur et que tout benefice resultant de ce 
privilege soit considere, ainsi qu’il est dit au debut de Fannexe, comme une 
reparation partielle des dommages causes aux Gouyernements allies et associes 
pendant la guerre.’ 

Au premier paragraphe de F Annexe V a Particle 186 [190], on lit: 

‘L’Autriche donne a chacun des Gouvernements allies et associes, a titre de 
reparation partielle, une option pour la livraison annuelle, etc. . . .’ 

Il ne semble pas que les mots reparation partielle aient dans ce texte le sens que 
leur attribue le projet de reponse. 

Il est done suggere que la derniere clause soit supprimee, 

Recommandee par la Delegation americaine. 

Eighth paragraph of section II (Examen Detaille). Gf, note 13 above. 
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Les aiatres Delegations researvent leur opinion a Fexception de la Delegation 
japonaise qiii refuse cette suppression. 

II y aurait done lieu d’emettre [? omettre] dans la reponse ia phrase ‘et que 
tout benefice etc. . . 

Recommandee par la Delegation am&icaine. 

Les aiitres Delegations reservent leur opinion a Fexception. de la Delegation 
Japonaise qui y est opposee. 

Partie IX. Glauses Financieres 
Proposition Americaine 

Defies (Favant-guerre — Article igg [soj], Section 2 

Le projet de reponse propose par la Commission est redige comme suit: 

‘II resulte clairement de cet article que la Commission des Reparations aura le 
devoir de choisir les revenus d’avant-guerre C|ui seront les plus aptes a Fetablisse- 
ment dhme base de repartition equitable de ia dette, en tenant compte des change- 
ments de circonstance actuelle. 

‘Les Gouvernenients allies et associes ne voient aucune raison d’abandonner le 
principe que la Republique d’Autriche sera seule responsable, etc, . . 

Ges paragraphes etant une paraphrase de Farticle 199 [203] du Traite, et parais- 
sant en 6tre Finterpretation, il est propose qu’ils suivent de plus pres le texte de 
Farticle 199 de fagon a ne pas en paraitre une interpretation, 

II est done suggere que ces clauses soient redigees comme suit: 

‘11 resulte clairement de Farticle que la Commission des Reparations aura k 
choisir les revenus d’avant-guerre qui seront, a son avis, les plus aptes a donner la 
juste mesure des facultes contributives respectives de ces territoires. 

‘Les Gouvernements alli& et associes ne voient aucune raison d’abandonner la 
position qu’ils ont prise, a savoir que . . 

Cette proposition est appuyee par les Delegations americaine, britannique et 
japonaise. 

La Delegation itaiienne fait au contraire une reserve formelle. 

Partie X. Glauses ficoNOMiQUES 

I, — II doit y avoir en matiere de douane une reciprocite entre i’Autriche et le.s 
autres fitats heritiers semblable a celle qui lui a ete accordee en matiere de com- 
munication. 

Proposition britannique. Appuyee par les Delegations americaine et japonaise. 
Repoussee par la Delegation fran^aise. 

Reservee par ia Delegation itaiienne. 

IL — Un grand nombre des objections elevees par ia Delegation autrichienne 
contre le Traite portent sur ce que les ressoitissants des nouveaux Etats, tels epae 
la Tcheco-Slovaquie, issus de 1 ’ Empire autrichien, et ceux des anciens territoires 
austro-hongrois transferes a des Etats existants reqoivent en fait certains avantages 
qui sont accordes aux peuples qui furent anterieurement ennemis de la Monarchic 
austro-hongroise. On propose de considerer cette vue comme juste. Nous devons 
distinguer avec soin deux choses: 

1° La terminaison de l’etat de guerre; 

2° La liquidation de la Monarchic austro-hongroise et de I’Empire autrichien. 
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Meme si ceux qui furent anterieurement co-nationaux des habitants cle la nou~ 
velle Autriche sont deyenus en realite ennemis de I’Autriche en tant qu’ils ont ete 
reconnus comme membres de TAliiance, ii ne s’ensuit pas qu’ils doivent obtenir, 
a tous egards, les avaiitages du traitement reserve, par exemple, a la France et a 
I’Angieterre. 

II est extremement difficile de determiner, a cette epoque-ci precisement, quels 
sont le sens et les effets du Traite. Tout d’abord, un nombre considerable de 
modifications ont ete suggerees par la Commission economique elle-meme, et 
deuxiemenient la Commission des Glauses politiques s’occupe activement de traiter 
ces questions particulia'es. 

En vue d’eviter un memoire approfondi traitant d’un grand nombre de clauses 
separees, il pourra suffire, dans ces circonstances, que le Gonseil Supreme donne 
des instructions aux fins suivantes: n’inclure dans le Traite aucune clause ayant 
pour resultat d’imposer aux nationaux autrichiens des desavantages dans le regle- 
ment des dettes privees, des contrats, etc., existant entre eux et d’autres ex-sujets 
austro-Iiongrois. 

Pour rendre claire la position adoptee, les propositions suivantes sont presentees; 

1° II devra etre clairement expose que les dispositions des sections III, IV, V, 
VI et VII qui traitent des relations entre ennemis ne s’appliquent pas aux relations 
entre les nationaux autrichiens et ceux qui etaient anterieurement nationaux soit 
d’Autriche, soit de Hongrie. II semble que ce soit bien la ce que Ton veuille dire, 
mais ce n’est nulle part enonce ainsi dans le Traite et ii pourrait s’elever en conse- 
quence des difficultes d’ interpretation. 

2° Comme suite de ce qui precMe, il devrait etre clairement precise que, dans 
la section VIII des clau.ses economiques, il ne s’agit exclusivement que des relations 
entre citoyens autrichiens et anciens nationaux d’Autriche ou de Hongrie. 

La section VIII sera alors a reviser avec soin, de fa9on a etablir une egalite 
entre les diffdrentes fractions et a ne pas imposer a I’Autriche des obligations 
unilatdrales. 

La Commission des Clauses politiques s’occupe de discuter ces questions avec les 
autres fitats allies. Il est propose de declarer que le seul systeme equitable est celui 
d’apres lequel tous accords faits entre les litats allies qui sont des heritiers, s’appli- 
queront aussi ii I’Autriche. En consequence, les Autrichiens devraient etre assures 
des avantages de I’un ciuelconque de ces accords actuellement en preparation, que 
ce resultat soit obtenu en modifiant le Traite autrichien, de fagon a le mettre en 
harmonic avec I’autre Traite, ou en autorisant 1 ’ Autriche a devenir elle-meme 
partie a I’autre Traite. En plus de ceci, la Commission des Clauses politiques 
prepare une serie de conventions particulieres traitant de sujets qui ne peuvent fitre 
acheves avant que le Traite autrichien ne soit signe. Il est tout a fait essentiel de 
specifier et de determiner que I’Autriche devra etre autorisee a etre partie aux 
negociations qui s’engageront pour ces conventions separees, dans les meines 
conditions cine les autres Etats heritiers. 

Proposition l)ritamuf|ue. 

Les autres Delegations reservent leur opinion. 

Partie XII. Ports, Voies d’Eau et Voies Ferrees 

I. — La restriction imposee a I’Autriche par le deuxieme paragraphe dc Particle 
287 [293] qui lui interdit de participer au service regulier de la navigation sur le 
Danube entre les ports de Pune quelcorique des Puissances aliiees et associees, sans 
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une autorisation formelle de cette Puissance, est, si on la consiclere avec Fesprit de 
i’article 294 [300], tres dure. 

L’objet de cette stipulation est de permettre aux autres Etats de se reserver une 
certaine partie du trafic du Danube; ils paraissent craindre qu’ils ne puissent y par- 
venir, car en realite tous les bateaux employes pour ce trafic, appartienneiit k des 
Gompagnies viennoises. Si, d’autre part, FAutriche est forcee de ceder un certain 
nombre de ces bateaux, il parait tout a fait inutile de lui imposer en outre la restric- 
tion eii question. 

Recomniaiidee par la Delegation britannique. 

Repoiissee par les autres Delegations. 

II. — L’article 310 [318] parait demander une revision. Tout d’abord, il n’est 
pas correct de parler de la ‘cession’ de ports, de voies navigables, et de chemins de 
fer. La presente redaction parait impliquer que les chemins de fer, les ports et les 
voies navigables appartiennent a FAutriche et sont cedes aux. autres Etats; une vue 
plus juste semble igtre C{ue les chemins de fer, etc., appartiennent au territoire sur 
lec|uel ils sont situes; le territoire n’est pas cede par FAutriche, mais est assigne k 
ces ifitats de la meme maniere que le territoire autrichien est assigne a FAutriche. 

L’article sous sa forme actuelle semble impliquer que FAutriche contracte une 
obligation de remettre les chemins de fer, par exemple a Prague, a FEtat Tcheco- 
Slovaque, dans leur totalite et en bon etat; mais FAutriche n’a jamais eu a aucun 
moment, depuis que I’Etat actuel d’Autriche a pris naissance, aucun pouvoir ou 
aucune autorite sur ces chemins de fer, et cette obligation ne pent lui etre imposee. 
De meme, le paragraphe 2 ne semble avoir aucun sens. Un systeme de chemins de 
fer possedant son propre materiel roulant ne pent en reality etre remis par FAu- 
triche, parce c{ue tout reseau de chemins de fer de ce genre doit etre un reseau situ6 
entierement en dehors de FAutriche. L’objection faite a ce paragraphe par 
FAutriche semble done juste. 

Recommandee par les Delegations britannique, japonaise et italienne. 

Repoussee par les Delegations americaine et frangaise. 

Le paragraphe 3 devrait etre revise de maniere a lui donner une forme de reci- 
procity, car il n’est pas impossible que les Commissions aient a demander aux autres 
territoires de remettre le materiel roulant a FAutriche, tout aussi bien qu’ils pour- 
ront avoir a demander a FAutriche de remettre du materiel roulant a ces autres 
territoires. 

Recommandee par les Delegations americaine, britannique et japonaise. 

Proposition americaine 

La Delegation americaine presente les observations suivantes : 

Il a ete remarque que, dans plusieurs cas, les projets de reponse aux notes autri- 
chiennes prepares par les diverses Commissions, contiennent des phrases ou des 
passages qui paraphrasent le texte du Traite et accreditent ainsi certaines inter- 
pretations du texte sans suggerer aucune modification dans la redaction. Gcci 
souleve la question de savoir quelle est la portee de la reponse actuellement eu 
preparation pour etre transmise a la Delegation autrichienne. Cette reponse doit- 
elle etre consideree comme une modification des termes des Conditions de Paix, ou 
corame une interpretation, en plus des changements effectivement proposes dans 
le texte du Traite? La Delegation americaine desire simpiement marquer que e’est 
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Ik un point important pour les £tats-Unis par la raison que si la reponse doit etre 
regardee comme modifiant officiellement le texte du Traite, elle devient partie 
integrante de ia convention avec I’Antriche et doit etre presentee en m6me temps 
que le Traite au Senat americain. II importe que les representants des autres fitats 
a la Conference comprennent la position americaine au sujet de la reponse a la 
D(ilegation autricliienne. 

11 est a remarquer que les raisons qui ont influe sur les conditions dans lesc|uelles 
a ete elabore la reponse aux notes de la Delegation allemande concernant le Traite 
avec FAllemagne n’existent plus a I’heure actuelle. A ce moment-la, pour des 
raisons politiques, il etait desirable de ne pas apporter de changements au texte du 
Traits, et tous les changements que Ton fit furent par suite compris dans un proto- 
cole annexe au Traite, Dans le cas present, on a affaire a un petit fitat dont la 
situation est tres differente de celle de rAllemagne, II semblerait, en consequence, 
que le texte du Traite pourrait etre modifie la ou le sens en est modifie on interprete 
dans les projets de reponse des Commissions. Si cette maniere de proceder est 
adoptee, le texte du Traite sera I’unique document auquel les signataires devront 
se referer pour Finterpretation de son contenu. On pourra ajouter un paragraphe 
a ia lettre d’envoi indiquant que cette lettre et ses annexes ne doivent pas itre 
regard^es comme une interpretation officielle du texte du Traite ou comme en 
modifiant les termes en quoi que ce soit. 

Pour les raisons ci-dessus indiquees la Delegation ammcaine insiste sur les 
passages suivants relatifs k Finterpretation du Traite : 

A la page 6 le texte actueP® est ainsi congu; 

‘Ge transport sera soumis aux regies edictees par les articles 283 [288] et 284 [289] 
qu’il s’effectue ou non avec transbordement dans un port fluvial autrichien ou 
Stranger, et c’est la le seul cas vise par les Puissances ailiees et associees.’ 

II semble que cette redaction constitue une interpretation du Trait(^5 et afin 
d’eviter que ia reponse americaine ne devienne une interpretation officielle, on 
propose de modifier cette clause en omettant les rhots; ‘et c’est la le seul cas vise 
par les Puissances ailiees et associees’, 

Le texte actuel du rapport, page 9, '>9 est ainsi congu: 

‘L’Autriche recevra ainsi sur cette voie navigable toutes les garanties de libre 
circulation qui paraitront necessaires en vue de son acces economique a la Baltique 
et a la Mer du Nord.’ 

Cette clause constitue poiir F Autriche une assurance de garanties de libre circu- 
lation sur le canal projete du Danulie a FOder. II est douteux cj[ue cette assurance 
formelle soit donnee par le Traite et on suggere qu’elle pourrait sans inconvenient 
itre supprirnee. 

Recommandee par la Delegation, americaine. 

Tenth paragraph of the text adopted. Gf. note 13 above. 

‘‘J Thirteenth paragraph of the text adopted. Cf. note 13 above. 
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H. r>. 39-] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, held in M. PichoiCs Room at the Quai dHrsay, 
Paris, on Tuesday, August 26, igig, at ii.o a,m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon, A. J, Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir G. Clerk. 

France: M. Pichon; secretary, M. Berthelot, 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Patei'no. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Lieut.- 
Gom. Beil. France: Captain Portier. Italy: Lt. -Colonel A. Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

The following also attended for the items in which they were concerned: 

U.S.A. : Mr. Woolsey, Mr. J. F. Dulles, Mr. Nielsen. 

British Empire: Mr.J. W. Headlam-Morley, Colonel Peel, Mr. Nicolson. 
France: M. Loucheur, M. Tardieu, M. Jules Gambon, M. Clementel, 
M. Sergent, M. Hermitte, M. Massigli. 

Italy: Count Vannutelli-Rey, M. Russo, M. Brofferio, M. di Palma, 
Col. Gastoldi. 


I. M. Pichon circulated a telegram from General Dupont (see Appendix A). 

Ui)t)er Silesia understand the delay re- 

^ ferred to in the telegram. It stated that General Dupont could 
not act in the absence of precise instructions. In stating that he could have 
taken action had instructions been given to him earlier and with more pre- 
cision, he was criticising the procedure of the Council in a manner which 
did not appear justifiable, 

Mr. Polk said that as the instructions given to the three Generals dele- 
gated by the Inter- Allied Commission at Berlin had been drawn up after 
M. Loucheur and Mr. Hoover had been heard by the Council, he proposed 
that this new^ telegram should be referred to them for comment, 

M. Tittoni asked whether the Coal Committee had started. 

M. Loucheur replied that the Coal Committee had started last night, and 
that the French representative, at present in Warsaw, would meet them at 
0.strau. This fact, however, did not alter the question at issue. The German 
Delegation had agreed that the Committee of three Generals should be sent. 
It had also stated that the German Government would not ask for Allied 
troops, for the occupation of Upper Silesia, for reasons connected with their 
internal politics. As the news before the Goimcii was at present contra- 
dictory and confused, he thought that the previous decision should be main- 
tained, which was, that the Generals should proceed to Silesia and join 
Colonel Goodyear; after this had been done, they were to forward a report. 
The Coal Committee, on the other hand, could only deal with the technical 
problems connected with the distribution and production of coal: the 



Silesian problem did not come within its functions. He would consult with 
Mr. Hoover on the subject of the telegram before the Council. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether General Dupont opposed the Allied policy. 

M. Lougheur said that he did not, and re-read the telegram in confirma- 
tion of his statement. Von Lersner had said that the German Government 
agreed to the despatch of the Generals. This was a statement of fact, whereas 
General Dupont’s telegram was only a statement of personal opinion. The 
German representatives at Versailles might be made to confirm Von Lersiier’s 
previous statement. 

AIr. Balfour said that he understood that General Dupont was opposed 
to the measures proposed by the Council. 

M. Lougheur replied that General Dupont did not oppose the Council’s 
decision, but only stated that it would cause more excitement than tran- 
quillity. 

Mr. Balfour said that such a statement implied a very severe criticism 
of the Gouncil’s policy. 

M. Lougheur replied that a decision had been arrived at to the effect 
that Generals should be sent, and this decision had been communicated to 
the Polish Government with a request to make it publicly known. If this 
decision were reversed, the Government at Warsaw must be immediately 
informed. Colonel Goodyear had varied his opinion. It appeared to be 
eminently necessary that the Council should obtain clear and reliable 
information upon the situation, which was, at present, confused. 

M. Tittoni remarked that in his opinion there were two points calling for 
the Council’s attention. First, the actual intentions of the German Govern- 
ment should be ascertained. Secondly, as General Dupont stated that the 
presence of the Generals would cause excitement, this point should also be 
considered. 

(It was agreed that the previous decision of the Council, with regard to the 
despatch of the Allied Generals to Silesiad should be upheld, and that 
M. Loucheur and Mr. Hoover should consult together upon the latest 
telegram from General Dupont (see Appendix A) and report on any 
measures that it called for.) 

2. Mr. Polk said that he wished to call attention to the Resolution of the 
previous day (see H. D. 38,2 Minute i) with regard to the 
Si" Commission of Enquiry on the incidents at 

Fiume. He wished to know whether the report in question 
had been adopted in principle or in detail. He had understood that only 
the principles of the report had been accepted by the Council, and that the 
Council had not agreed, or committed itself, to carry out the details of execu- 
tion recommended by the Commission, such as the sending of American 
troops to Fiume. He was unable to agree to the sending of these troops at 
once, without consulting his Military Advisers, and therefore limited his 
action in the matter to accepting the report in principle. 

^ See No, 40, minute i. ^ No. 42. 



Mr. Balfour said that he agreed with Mr. Polk. The report raised two 
questions. The first dealt with the despatch of troops. According' to the 
Resolution, responsibility for this rested entirely with the French, and with 
the Italians, to the exclusion of Great Britain and the United States. The 
second question was raised by the wording of Resolution No. 1 1 in the report, 
which concerned the general economic policy of the Allies. The sentiments 
expressed in this Resolution were admirable, since everybody wished to assist 
the Italians. He thought, however, that they were misplaced in a report of 
this kind. 

M. Tittoni said that before the report had been discussed in the Council, 
he had had a private exchange of views with M. Glemenceau, and they had 
agreed to accept, and to take action, on the conclusions of the report affecting 
their countries. With regard to Resolution ii of the report, he understood 
that it had been inserted by the American delegate on the Commission of 
Enquiry. He took the opportunity of thanking him for the sentiments 
expressed. 

M. PiGHON, in support of M. Tittoni’s remarks, read the resolution of the 
previous meeting. He noticed, however, that the report of the Commission 
of Enquiry on incidents at Fiume had involved the despatch of Allied troops, 
and he had been of the opinion that everybody present had assented. 

Mr. Balfour said that the previous resolution of the Council had been 
examined by his experts, and that by its wording [it] excluded the despatch 
of British troops. His objection, therefore, was that, whilst executive action 
was called for in Fiume, Great Britain and the United States appeared to be 
excluded from participation in it. 

M. PiGHON said that he could not regard Great Britain and the United 
States as being excluded from participation in the executive measures at 
Fiume. He failed to see how the previous resolution could be interpreted 
as a separate agreement between France and Italy, since both these 
countries had merely accepted a report drawn up by the four I liter- Allied 
Generals. 

Mr. Polk said that he differed from Mr. Balfour’s conclusions. France 
and Italy had special obligations between themselves in the matter; by 
recognising them, they did not disregard the obligations of other Powers, 
such as Great Britain and the United States. 

M. Tittoni agreed with Mr. Polk. 

Mr. Polk said that the resolution did not imply the existence of a special 
agreement between France and Italy. Though assenting in principle, lie 
could not accept the details of the report without further consultation with 
his Government. 

Mr. Balfour said that it would be sufficient to alter the resolution to 
read : — 

‘'It was agreed to accept^ in principle^ the conclusions of the Commissmis report. 

The French and Italian Governments undertook to give effect to these recommendations^ 

in so far as they were specially concerned! 
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His second point had been that it was not proper for a Commission of this 
description to include in its resolutions a general recommendation with 
regard to economic assistance for Italy. The incidents at Fiume were quite 
independent of such considerationSj and the Generals ought not to have 
raised the cjiiestion, however natural their desire to assist Italy might 
be. As long as his protests on the subject were recorded, he would be 
satisfied^ 

M. Tittoni remarked that the resolution to which Mr. Balfour had ob- 
jected had not been brought forward by the Italian representative on the 
Commission. 

Mr. Polk said that he accepted the report in principle as a recommenda- 
tion to be made to the United States’ Government. 

(It was agreed that the Resolution to Minute 1 of H. D. 38^ should he 
amended so as to read: — 

‘ It was agreed to accept, in principle, the conclusions of the Commis- 
sion’s Report. The French and Italian Governments undertook to give 
effect to these recommendations in so far as they were specially concerned.’) 

3 . At the request of Mr. Polk, Captain Portier, on behalf of the Joint 
Repl to the Austrian Secretariat, read out Resolutions passed at the previous 
DelegakZnthePmce meeting of the Council (see H. d. 38 ^, Minute 6 .). 

(The resolution with regard to Gmiind was confirmed. 

(a) Frontiers Resolution with regard to Marburg and Radkersburg 

was amended so that Radkersburg should be deleted. 

The Resolution with regard to Carinthia was accepted and confirmed.) 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that it was important that all answers to the 
^ ^ Austrian note should go back to the Editing Committee for 

\uestiQris^^ revision and co-ordination. With regard to nationalities, 

the question was extremely complicated. The Drafting Com- 
mittee had completely revised the Nationality Clauses in the Peace Treaty. 
The new draft of the Treaty, as amended by them, had not yet been sub- 
mitted to the Council, but, by virtue of the fact that on the previous day the 
Council had accepted the principles laid down by tlie Committee on Political 
Glauses, the Editing Committee were committed ipso facto to the existing 
draft of the Nationality Glauses, as drawn up by the Drafting Committee. 
The Editing Committee were, however, compelled to introduce a few minor 
amendments into the replies to the Austrian notes. 

M. Tittoni remarked that the Editing Committee should only be fi'ee to 
introduce modifications of form, and not of substance, into the replies to the 
Austrian note. 

(It was agreed that the Resolution taken on the previous day with regard 
to the Nationality Clauses in the Austrian Treaty, should be accepted, but 
that the words ‘subject to such modifications of form as the Editing 
Committee might introduce, in order to bring them into agreement with 
the clauses drawn up by the Drafting Committee’ should be added.) 
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Tlie resolution passed on the previous day was accepted and confirmed. 

M. Lougheur said that Part IV, of the Austrian Treaty 
(c) Austnan interests been accepted on the previous day, but that he feared 
there had been a misunderstanding on the point. Ihe 
Italian Delegation had thought that it applied only to Austrian property in 
Morocco and Egypt, He thought, however, that it applied to all Austrian 
property wherever situated, 

M. Gambon said that the title showed that the Austrian Peace Treaty 
referred only to Austrian property outside Europe. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that he had withdrawn his reservation quoted 
in Appendix F to h. d. 38^. He had, at the same time, pointed out to the 
Editing Committee that no provision existed in the Treaty, with regard to the 
diplomatic buildings in Europe belonging to the Austrian Empire. He did 
not know what would happen to all these embassies after the final dis- 
memberment of Austro-Hungary, and feared they might be the cause of a 
great deal of most improper wranghng. Giving an example, he asked whether 
the Austro-Hungarian embassy in Paris belonged to the present Austrian 
State. He thought that diplomatic buildings should be held as sacred, and 
hoped that no exception would be made in the present Treaty to this 
generally accepted rule. For this reason he had desired that a special Con- 
vention should be drawn up between Austria and the new States formed 
out of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, to settle the point with order and 
decency. 

M. Lougheur said that he could not accept Mr. Headlam-Morley^s state- 
ment, since there was a most formal stipulation in the Peace Treaty with 
Austria with regard to the disposal of public buildings belonging to the old 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. He gave as an example the Palazzo Venezia at 
Rome, for which special provision had been made, showing clearly that the 
sacred character attributed to diplomatic buildings by Mr. Headlam-Morley 
had not been acknowledged. It was the intention of the French Government 
to sell the diplomatic buildings of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire situated 
in French territory. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that he wished to protest most emphatically 
against the example of the Palazzo Venezia being quoted in this connection. 
The building in question had been decided to be a Venetian Palace. It had 
never been thought that, by making special provision with regard to it, the 
clause which did so would alter the accepted character of diplomatic 
buildings. 

M. PiGHON said that the title to Part IV of the Peace Treaty ‘outside 
Europe* made it unnecessary to proceed with the consideration of Mr. 
Headlam-Morley’s reservation, and added that he wished to limit the dis- 
cussion to a consideration of Part IV of the Austrian Peace Treaty, and to 
exclude such general questions as Mr. Headlam-Morley wished to raise. 

Mr. Balfour asked why Austrian property outside and inside Europe was 
to be treated in different ways. He did not know why the similar clauses in 
the Peace Treaty with Germany could not be followed. 
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M. Lougheur said that the analogy of the German Peace Treaty was 
irrelevant. The old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had been dismembered 
into separate states, each one of which might ask for the embassies of the old 
Kingdom. Mr. Headlam-Morley had asked that the States affected should 
make a Convention between themselves. The question then arose, who 
actually were the States affected. Some of the diplomatic buildings might 
be regarded as belonging to the Throne of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
As such they could be liquidated, and the proceeds given to the Reparations 
Commission. He admitted, however, that special Conventions were necessary, 
but he did not see what would happen if the States concerned could not 
agree. As a particular example of the difficulties that might be raised, the old 
Austro-Hungarian Embassy at Constantinople was no longer suitable to the 
needs either of Austria or of Hungary or of Gzecho-Slovakia. It was evident 
that, in such a case as this, the Embassy in question ought to be sold and 
the proceeds placed at the disposal of the Reparations Commission. The 
old Austro-Hungarian Embassy in Paris belonged to the late Monarch, 
and the Treaty provided for the sale of property of this class. The Austro- 
Hungarian diplomatic property in Japan had already been sold. It would 
possibly be better to leave the States concerned to effect the sale of diplo- 
matic buildings, and if discord arose to allow the Reparations Commission 
to adjudicate. 

Mr. Balfour said that he could not offer any opinion. But he failed to 
understand why Austrian property inside and outside Europe was dealt with 
under two separate sections. He did not see any distinction, either in law or 
in fact, between these two classes of property. 

M. Lougheur said that he agreed with Mr. Balfour and would ask M. Gout 
for information on the point. He proposed that the Clauses in Section IV, 
dealing with Austro-Hungarian property in Morocco and Egypt, should be 
left untouched. With regard to the diplomatic properties of the old Empire 
in Europe, by the fact of the dismemberment of the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire, they fell under the disposal of the Reparations Commission, which 
would sell them at the best prices obtainable. 

(It was decided that the reply to the Austrian Delegation with regard to 
Part IV of the Peace Treaty (Austrian property outside Europe) should be 
accepted.) 

M. Gambon said that he had received a comment from the American 
Delegation with regard to Article 154 [158] in the Peace 
and Ai/cimses^^^ Treaty wdth Austria, on the subject of the enrolment of 
Austrians in foreign armies. (Appendix B.) ^ 

Mr. Polk said that he did not see how the restrictions imposed upon 
Austria by virtue of Article 1 54 could possibly be effected, since the 

3 Not printed. The American note expressed doubt as to the practical applicability of 
the article in question (prohibiting foreign enlistment of Austrian nationals) in its existing 
form. Attention was drawn to a suggestion that the applicability of the article might be 
limited in time to 10, 15, or 20 years. 
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Austrian Government had no power to carry them out. He was willingj 
however, to withdraw the American proposal, but wished to call the attention 
of the Council to the fact that restrictions of this kind could not, as a rule, 
be enforced. 

M. Tittoni said that, by an elementary principle of jurisprudence, men 
lost their nationality by enlisting in the armies of a foreign State. Obviously, 
therefore, the Austrian Government would have no legislative power over 
Austrian citizens who enrolled themselves in foreign armies. How, therefore, 
could Article 154 be put into effect? 

M. PiCHON said that the Article had been drawn up on the basis of a similar 
provision in the German Peace Treaty. 

(After some further discussion, the American proposal was -withdrawn. 
The resolution passed on the previous day with regard to the Military, 
Naval and Air Clauses in the Peace Treaty with Austria was accepted and 
upheld.) 

(The resolutions passed at the meeting on the previous day with regard to 
(e) Prisoners 0/ War Prisoners of War, Penalties and Reparations were accepted 
(/) Penalities and upheld.) 

{g) Reparations 

The resolution passed at the meeting on the previous day on the subject of 
(h) Financial Financial Clauses was accepted and upheld. 

Clauses 

M. PiCHON said that the Council was called upon to consider the draft 
reply to the Austrian Delegation on the subject of Part X 
(Economic Clauses) of the Peace Treaty with Austria. (See 
Appendix F, h. d. 38^.) 

M. Glementel said that Austria had been compelled by the Peace Treaty 
to extend all customs privileges, granted to the neighbouring States, to the 
Allies. The iVustrian Government had protested against this, and had said 
that they would be in the position of the Palace at Versailles deprived of its 
domains. They had asked to be able to grant special preferential treatment, 
in which the other Allies would not be included, to Gzecho-Slovakia and 
Hungary. The Economic Commission had discussed this proposal, and had 
thought, at first, that the special preferential treatment in question ought to 
be extended, not only to Hungary and Czecho-Slovakia, but to all new States 
formed out of the old Monarchy. M. Grespi had in his turn protested against 
this, and had said that such a provision would compel his own country to lay 
down special inner customs barriers. It had then been proposed to the 
Commission that the preferential treatment should be extended to all States 
which had acquired territory from any part of the old Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy. This proposal would have included in a sort of ^^ollvereiri 
countries extending from Poland to Italy, and would have established a 
customs union from Dantzig to Sicily. It had occasioned a further protest 
from Czecho-Slovakia, the Delegates of which country had stated that they 
could not possibly compete on terms of equality with such a State as Italy, 
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which, by the last proposal, would be included in the Customs Union. After 
some further discussion the Commission had agreed that the preferential 
rights should be limited to Austria, to Hungary, and to Gzecho-Slovakia ; 
but this proposal affected the Roumanians and the Jugo-Slavs adversely. 
After very lengthy discussions inside the Commission, with all the States 
concerned, the last proposal that he had detailed, had been accepted. If it 
were reversed, it would be necessary for the Economic Commission to take 
note of the new decision, and to discuss its consequences, which might be 
very onerous to the new States. The British counter-proposals seemed to 
him quite inexplicable in view of the fact that Sir Hubert Llewellyn Smith'^ 
had agreed with him, and had helped him to draft the final proposals. Large 
differences between the Peace Treaty with Austria and that with Germany 
had been introduced. In the first place, the Customs Union between Austria, 
Gzecho-Slovakia and Hungary, had been accepted, the result of which 
would be that the thirty million inhabitants of these countries could transact 
their business with one another without restrictions. The second great 
difference was that Germany would only be in a position to ask for equal 
treatment in the matter of customs from the Allies after five years, whilst 
Austria could obtain it in three years. 

Mr. Balfour said that the original proposal had been, that all the 
customs privileges of the States composing the old Austro-Hungarian King- 
dom should be extended to the new States formed out of it; but, as these 
privileges would be based on the old Umits of the States concerned, these 
latter would have been compelled to set up a political frontier, and another 
frontier for the purposes of customs. On the other hand, by including in the 
Customs union all countries enriched by acquisition of Austro-Hungarian 
territory, privileges greater than any ever possessed by the old Austro- 
Hungarian Empire Kingdom would be granted to them. These two 
proposals, therefore, outlined the question now before the Conference. 

M. Cl^mentel said that Mr. Baruchs and Mr. Taussig^ had agreed with 
the findings of the Economic Commission. If the agreement arrived at were 
reversed, a vast customs union, extending from Dantzig to Sicily, would be 
established. It was absolutely impossible to ask countries to set up customs 
l^arriers inside their own frontiers. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Council must choose between limiting the 
privileges of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and extending them. Pie 
would have liked to have seen those privileges maintained as they had existed 
previously, but he recognised that this was no longer possible. The alterna- 
tives before the Council were (i) consenting to a vast extension of Customs 
Unions between States, or (2) curtailing the former privileges of the dis- 
membered Monarchy. He felt that the compromise arrived at ought to be 

^ Permanent Secrctaiy to the Board of Trade and head of the Economic Section of the 
British Delegation. 

■5 Representative of the United States on the Economic Commission. 

® Representative of the United States and Chairman of the Sub-commission of the 
Economic Commission on Customs Regulations, Duties and Restrictions. 
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adhered to. The proposal of establishing an entirely new customs system 
over half Europe alarmed him. 

Mr. Polk asked what Austria’s position after three years would be in the 
matter of customs. 

M. Glementel replied that, unless the League of Nations thought that 
certain countries had not been sufficiently indemnified (Article 24), recipro-. 
city with all countries might be granted to Austria. 

(It was decided that the draft reply of the Economic Commission on the 
subject of the clauses dealing with Customs regulations, duties and restric- 
tions, in the Peace Treaty with Austria, should be accepted.) 

Mr. Balfour said that the Joint Secretariat in drawing up the Minutes 
of the previous day’s proceedings, had acquitted themselves most creditably 
of an extremely difficult task. 

Mr. Polk said that the average correctness of the work of the Joint Secre- 
tariat had been exceedingly high throughout. 

M. Tardieu said that the resolution with regard to the Plebiscite in 
. . Marburg (see h. d, 37, Minute 6(^)2) ^ had caused complete 
Mmburgmir disagreement in the Central Territorial Commission. Two 
of the delegates had adopted the Plebiscite line of demarca- 
tion proposed by M. Tittoni. The others had disputed it, and had said that 
it was an artificial line which would give special advantages to the Austrians, 
and, if adopted, would effect what had been avoided in the Klagenfurt area. 
The Council must therefore decide whether they wished to uphold the new 
demarcation line, but he suggested the Central Territorial Commission 
should be heard on the subject. 

M. Tittoni said that he regretted that the Central Territorial Commission 
had disagreed on the subject of the resolution under discussion. He had 
originally proposed the line of the River Drave. He had subsequently 
been shown a map, marked with a blue line, and presented by the British 
Delegate. He had accepted the new line with the remainder of the Coun- 
cil, and his adherence to it had not been due to any personal opinion of 
his own. 

M. Tardieu said that the Central Territorial Commission was opposed to 
taking the Plebiscite inside the area defined by the blue line on the map to 
which M. Tittoni had referred, because, as he had said before, it would give 
the Austrians an artificial majority. 

M. Tittoni said that he did not oppose a hearing being given to the 
Central Territorial Commission, but he pointed out that the decision of the 
previous day had been arrived at after due deliberation. The question 
involved was one of procedure. 

M. Tardieu said that the replies to the Austrian Delegation had not been 
properly co-ordinated, and confusion had resulted. Since the Plebiscite had 
been decided on, the area in which it was to be taken must necessarily be 
laid down. The Central Territorial Commission disagreed on the manner 

7 In error for h. d. 38 (i.e. No. 42) minute 6 (a) 2. 
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in which the line defined by the resolution of the previous day was to be 
established. 

M. Tittoni repeated that he did not wish to refuse a hearing to the Com- 
mission, but thought that the resolution taken on the day previous still 
held good. 

(It was decided that the Central Territorial Commission should be heard 
at the Council on August 27th, 1919, on the question of the Plebiscite in 
the Marburg area in Styria.)^ 

4. M. PiGHON drew the GounciFs attention to a clause in the new Constitu- 
tion of the German Reich; the articles in question dealt 
Violation of the Peace -y^ith the future relations between Austria and Germany in 

Treaty with Gei many ^ which violated the provisions of the Peace Treaty. 

tn the Constitution i 1 * r 1 n 1 /a t ( 

the new German State M.BERTHELOTreadtheArticlesreterredto. (AppendixG.)^ 
They showed that the German Government was making 
provision for the final inclusion of Austria in the new German Reich. This 
was in flagrant violation of Article 80 of the Peace Treaty with Germany, 
whereby that country formally recognised the independence of Austria. In 
addition to this, the articles of the new Constitution gave Austrian citizens 
the right of immediate representation in the German Reich, although only 
in an advisory capacity. The matter was rendered more difficult by the fact 
that the German Parliament was not at present in session, so that the urgent 
necessity of having this provision in the German Constitution altered would 
be subject to delay. The German Constitution had been adopted in a final 
manner on August i ith. Previous to that date, a provisional vote had been 
taken, referring indirectly to the point now under discussion. 

Mr. Balfour said that the problem now before the Council showed the 
extreme inconvenience of having no diplomatic agent at Berlin. Such a 
representative would have called attention to the article in question long 
before. The military representatives of the Allies at Berlin were, of course, 
not concerned with such points. 

M. PiCHON said that he thought action was urgently necessary, and that 
the Drafting Committee ought to draw up a formal protest as rapidly as 
possible. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the articles in the new German Constitution 
could be communicated to each separate Delegation for examination and 
study. He agreed that the matter was extremely serious and that it demanded 
immediate action. 

M. Tardieu said that, in his opinion, the news now before the Council 
made it more necessary than ever to uphold the proposal that he had made 
on the previous day. (See h. d. 38 ^, Minute 9 .) 

Mr. Polk remarked that no great results could be expected from the 

® This resolution is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit,, p. 400. 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained an English translation of articles 60 and 6: of 
the constitution of the German Republic. For the text of article 6 1 , which more particularly 
engaged the attention of the Supreme Council, see No. 46, minute 6. 
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inclusion of M. Tardieu’s proposal in the Austrian Treaty, in view of the 
fact that Germany had not respected a similar obligation. 

(It was decided that the question raised by Article 61 of the new German 
Constitution voted on the 11 th August, 1919 , in the German National 
Assembly on the subject of Austria, should be discussed at the next meet- 
ing of the Council on the 27 th August, together with such consequences 
as the aforesaid article in the German Constitution might have upon the 
Peace Treaty with Austria.) 

5. Mr. Polk stated that he had no objection to the draft letter, prepared by 

T> ,1 I .1 r< ■ the Communications Section of the Supreme Economic 
Reply by the Comrmimca- ri r» 

Horn Section of the Council, to be sent from the President oi the Peace 

Supreme Economic Conn- Conference to M. Bratiano. (See h. d. 37P® Minute 10, 
cil to the Rumanian .Note and Appendix H.) 
relative to regulation of 

Traffic on the Danube (The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August 26, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 43 
General Dupont a Marechal Foch 

BERLIN, 25 aout igig d 20 h. 55. 

La composition et le Chef de la Commission de Silesie ont ete indiques par un 
telegramme precedent qui ajoutait que je n’irais que sur votre ordre. La trans- 
mission de mes telegrammes a du en transformer le sens pour laisser croire que 
cette Commission etait formee de generaux. 

Le 21 j’ai tate mes collegues au sujet d’un voyage en commun, mais j’ai ren- 
contre de Fopposition. .11 ne m’etait pas possible de me separer d’eux sans avoir 
re^u un ordre pi'ecis de votre part. Les Polonais desiraient me voir partir seui 
pour ce voyage que nous aurions pu faire le 21 mais qui apporterait a present 
plus d’excitation que d’apaisement. J’estime d’accord avec mes collegues qu’ii 
ne serait plus accepte par le gouvernement ailemand sans un ordre formel du 
Conseil. 

Vous pouvez tout faire sur le Rhin mais rien en Pologne prussienne, tant que 
le traite ne sera pas ratifie. 

Dans les districts entierement polonais de Rybnik, les journaux signaient la 
reprise complete du travail dans la proportion de 60 a 80 %. 

Vous supposez FAllemagne plus resignee qu’elle ne Fest et I’assentiment de son 
gouvernement d’une occupation militaire par FEntente, qui eut ete peut-6tre 
encore possible il y a six semaines, doit etre exclu absolument. 

Aucun Ailemand n’oserait le proposer et jusqu’au dernier moment, ces derniers 
esperent. Les troupes allemandes, excitees et tres nombreuses, devraient elre 
expulsees par la force dans le cas oil le gouvernement cederait. 

No. 41. 
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H. D. 40. J Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichords Room at the Qiiai dHrsay^ Paris ^ on Wednesday^ 

August igig, at 11,0 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir G. Clerk. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A.: Col. U. S. Grant. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France : Gapt. A. Portier. Italy : Lt.-Colonel A. Jones. 
Interpreter; M. Meyer. 

The following also attended for the items with which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Tasker H. Bliss, Professor Coolidge, Professor John- 
stone, Mr. Woolsey, Mr. Nielsen. 

British Empire: Major-General Sir C. J. Sackville-West, Mr. J. W. 

Headlam-Morley, Mr. IT. Nicolson, Mr. A. Leeper. 

France: M. Clementel, M. Loucheur, M. Jules Gambon, General 
. Le Rond, M. Aubert, M. Hermitte, M. Serruys, M. Laroche. 

Italy: Count Vannutelli-Rey, M. d’Amegiio, M. di Palma. 

I. M. Clementel said that the second proposal of the British Delegation 

Ecmomk Claims in including in the Treaty no clause imposing on 

Treaty with Austria Austrian Nationals any disadvantage in the settlement of 
{Reference H.D.39P private debts, contracts, etc., in a word, in the whole sphere 
Minute fi) of properties, rights and interests. The Economic Gom- 

Economc Clauses mission had first of all worked on the principle that the 

I stipulations in the Austrian Treaty were to be similar to 

those of the German Treaty. This principle was subsequently modified very 
thoroughly. The Commission, in Article 261, had provided for the liquida- 
tion of Austrian properties under the control of the Reparations Commission 
in the case of States, heirs of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, not participat- 
ing in reparations. A special Committee composed of Colonel Peel, M. 
Loucheur, M. Grespi and Mr. Norman Davies, had, on the instructions of 
the Council, changed these dispositions. The result was that Austrian 
properties would not be liquidated; in consequence, the Economic Com- 
mission, in the draft reply prepared for the Austrian Delegation, had laid 
down as far as possible that equality and reciprocity should prevail in the 
settlement of properties, rights and interests between Austrian Nationals and 
the preATOus subjects of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. The British 
proposal, however, went much further, and suggested that Austria should 
have the benefit of all agreements which might hereafter be made between 

43. . ' 
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the various States inheriting from the Austrian Empire. So coniplcte an 
assimilation appeared to him unjustified for the following reasons : — 

(a) Austria had taken certain measures contrary to the interests of the 
territories now transferred, and it was necessary to annul these measures. 

(b) The States receiving portions of former Austro-Hungarian territory 
and the transferred territories themselves had always protested most vigor- 
ously against any such assimilation, even in the limited form suggested by 
the Economic Commission. 

(r) Without going so far as complete assimilation, the Economic Com- 
mission had given Austria all guarantees required by justice for the liquida- 
tion of the past state of things for which she was responsible. 

It was merely a question of re-drafting to make it clear that the proposal 
of the Editing Committee meant : — ■ 

1. That Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, did not apply to transferred territories. 

2. That Section 8 applied only to them. 

The principle of complete assimilation of Austria to the new States or to 
the inheriting States was a non-economic matter. It was a political question 
which could only be decided by the Supreme Council. He thought, more- 
over, that it would require the assent of the States concerned. The Economic 
Commission could only discuss this matter with them if instructed to do so 
by the Council. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the proposals referred to applied only in the 
economic sphere. 

M. Gl^mentel replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Balfour said that on the previous day it had been decided that 
economic advantages should be limited to Austria, Gzecho-Slovakia and 
Hungary. 

M. Gl^mentel said that the proposal before the meeting went further. It 
amounted to this — that any agreement of an economic nature concluded 
between any of the new States and any other must ipso facto apply to Austria. 
This would produce an exceptionally privileged situation for Austria. The 
new States, moreover, had already protested against even the amount of 
assimilation hitherto accorded to Austria. The Economic Commission could 
go no further than it had gone. The question in its present stage was a political 
question which must be determined by the Council. He thought that the 
proposal of the British Delegation was not economically sound, and he could 
not, without calling a new meeting of the Economic Commission, accept it 
on their behalf. 

Mr. EIeadlam-Morley said that it appeared to him to be a wrong inter- 
pretation of the British proposals that Austria must be held to be party to 
any Convention between the new States. He had meant to refer only to the 
negotiations conducted by the Committee on political clauses. These negotia- 
tions applied to specific problems. The present situation made it necessary 
to liquidate certain questions by special pacts. It was for the purpose of these 
pacts that he pleaded that Austria should be placed on an equal footing with 
the other States. He thought that M. Laroche, who was Chairman of the 
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Committee, would be able to state the position to the satisfaction of the 
Council. 

M. Glementel said that from the economic point of view he was con- 
vinced that the Economic Commission had done all that was possible, short 
of establishing complete assimilation. For instance, in the Treaty with 
Germany all pre-war contracts were annulled unless some special public 
interest demanded the contrary. In the Treaty with Austria, all pre-war 
contracts were maintained unless some special public interest demanded the 
contrary. In any case, he thought the change proposed by Mr, Headlam- 
Moiiey could not be made without consulting the small States. 

M. Laroche said that the question had not the scope attributed to it by 
M. Glementel. It had been agreed on the previous day in the Committee 
on Political Clauses, not to demand the insertion of any special clause in the 
Treaty with Austria itself. The Committee would propose to the Council 
that Austria and Hungary should be asked to adhere to certain Conventions 
to be negotiated between the New States. There were for instance Conven- 
tions necessary to regulate the payment of civilian, military and clerical 
pensions. These matters could be dealt with outside the Treaty of Peace 
with Austria. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether M. Glementel maintained any objection to 
this, and whether he thought it would require reconsultation of the new 
states. 

M. Glementel thought this proposal would raise no difficulty. 

M. Laroche said that the new States would inevitably to be consulted, as 
they had to be parties to the Conventions suggested. 

M. Glementel said the only thing to which he objected was any assertion 
of complete assimilation between Austria and the other new States. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood the policy of the Council was to 
give all that could be given to Austria without any ostentatious declaration, 
likely to offend Czecho-Slovakia. 

(It was decided that it was unnecessary to insert any new Article in the 
Treaty of Peace with Austria. It would be clearly explained in the answ-^er 
to the Austrian Delegation that Sections 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the Economic 
Clauses did not apply to the relations between Austrian subjects and the 
former subjects of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. On the other hand 
it should be clearly explained that Section 8 of the Economic Clauses only 
referred to the relations between persons of these two categories. 

It was further decided that Austria would be required in the Treaty of 
Peace to adhere to special Conventions with the new States, now being 
prepared by the Committee on Political Clauses.) 

2. M. Lougheur said that the Austrian Delegation asked that a special 
clause be inserted in the Treaties with Poland and Czecho- 
^imtriab^Czecho requiring these States to supply Austria with the 

Sblafiaavd Poland amount of coal that Austria received from the areas 

ceded to these States before the dismemberment of the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy. Czecho-Slovakia and Poland were unwilling 
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to acquiesce, because they wished to be able to control the export of coal in 
such a manner as to exercise pressure on Austria and obtain from her 
equivalent advantages. For instance, Gzecho-Slovakia would require 
magnesia from Austria. He therefore proposed a series of articles providing 
for an exchange of raw material between Poland, Czecho-Slovakia and 
Austria, and as an interim measure for the control of these exchanges by 
the Reparations Commission. (For these Glauses see Appendix A.)^ 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the proposals stipulated for absolute quan- 
tities. If they did, difficulties might ensue. The quantities should, he thought, 
be proportional and not absolute, otherwise a State might be bound by the 
Treaty to furnish the greater part of its production, irrespective of home 
needs, to its neighbours. . 

M. Loucheur explained that this difficulty had been foreseen, and was 
carefully guarded against in the clauses he proposed. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was satisfied with this explanation. 

(It was decided that the clauses proposed by M. Loaclieur (Appendix A)^ 
should be inserted in the Treaty of Peace with Austria.) 

3- 

Cold^ReschenandPas [Not printed] 

de Predil Railway 


M. Loucheur said that, in consultation with Mr. Hoover, he had pre- 
pared a telegram to be addressed to General Dupont in accord- 
ance with the decision taken on the previous day. (See h. d. 39L 
Minute i.) 

M. Loucheur read the telegram annexed in Appendix G. 

(This draft was accepted.) 


Situation in 
Upper Silesia 


5. Mr. Polk asked whether the telegram sent on the previous Saturday 
Publication of tele Minute I, Appendix A) could be given to the 

gram in answer to He added that the smaller Powers had been making 

Roumanian Govern- enquiries. 

ment, despatched decided that the telegram accepted for despatch to 

S^Yu JllWUSt XQIQ ^ o 1 X 

’ the Roumanian Government on Saturday, 23rd August, 
1919 (h. d. 37,3 Minute 1 , Appendix A), should be published in the 
Press.) 


6. Mr. Polk said that the situation was just about as Mr. Balfour had 
stated at a previous meeting (h. d. 37,2 Minute 3). M. 
^fWm' Clemenceau had suggested that the German prisoners of war 

in the hands of the American and British Armies should be 
turned over in some manner to the French Authorities. At the meeting of 

2 Not printed. These clauses were inserted in the treaty of peace with Austria as 
article 224. 

3 No. 41 . 
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the Special Committee of General Officers, both Field-Marshal Sir Henry 
Wilson and General Pershing had felt that they were not authorised to turn 
over their prisoners to the French Authorities, They did not consider them- 
selves qualified to decide the legal and political questions involved. The 
British Government was anxious to return these prisoners to Germany, and 
their Secretary of State for War had urged it very strongly. The situation 
was the same for the Americans. If the repatriation of these prisoners were 
begun now, three to four months would be necessary to complete it. It was 
the desire of the American Government to act in this matter in full agreement 
with the French Government. If repatriation could be begun immediately, 
he thought it would be most desirable to do so, as these prisoners were a 
great expense and were accomplishing nothing. Because of the time it would 
take to complete it, the repatriation would not embarrass the French 
Government in their desire to retain the prisoners in their hands until after 
the ratification of the Treaty. He thought that even if the repatriation were 
started now by the British and American Authorities, it could not be com- 
pleted before the French would have made all arrangements necessary for 
the labour they desired. 

Mr. Balfour said that he would like to corroborate the last part of Mr. 
Pollds statement. On the previous occasion when he had spoken on this 
matter, he had not realised how slow the process of repatriation would be. 
It was now August 27th. The Treaty, he thought, would be ratified by 
three Powers by about the 15th September. In other words, in less than 
three weeks. On the 15th September, therefore, repatriation would have to 
begin in accordance with the terms of the Treaty. Retention of the prisoners 
during these three weeks would cost the American and British Governments 
5(^150,000 a day. The number that could be repatriated was only 2,000 a 
day overland, and no more could be sent home until shipping could be 
provided to assist in the process. In the three weeks, therefore, no very 
considerable diminution of the prisoners held in France would take place. 
Meanwhile, it was difficult to ask the British and American taxpayers to 
continue spending so much on practically useless prisoners. He hoped, 
therefore, that the French Government would accede to the very modest 
request he had to make. He believed that no detriment would be caused to 
France thereby. 

M. Glemenceau said that he made no comment on the internal political 
reasons which actuated his colleagues. On the question of legal right, he 
was prepared to bring forward the action of the Belgians, who had handed 
over prisoners to France. He was bound, however, to acquiesce in what he 
was asked to do by his British and American colleagues. He confessed that 
he did it with regret, because the retention of the prisoners represented the 
only hold the Allies now possessed over Germany. The insertion of the Article 
in the German Constitution regarding Austria^ showed how necessary it 
was to preserve some means of pressure on Germany. There had been an 
agreement between liimself, Mr. Lloyd George and President Wilson to use 
See No. 43* minute 4. 
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the prisoners as a means of inducing Germany to hand over persons guilty 
of breaches of the laws of war. If the British and American Governments 
had made up their minds, he would ask that a Repatriation Committee 
should be formed, representing all the Powers, in order that there should be 
no appearance of dissension on this point. The German Delegation would 
be told that for reasons of their own, the Allies proposed to begin repatriating 
prisoners without waiting for the ratification of the Treaty. He would ask 
Mr, Balfour to explain this in suitable words. 

Mr. Balfour said that he agreed it was desirable to keep a hold over 
Germany. He would point out that the proposal he had made did not 
diminish this hold in any appreciable degree. As to the proposal just made 
by M. Glemenceau, he entirely agreed that it was very desirable that all the 
Powers should appear to be acting in harmony. Unless there were any 
practical objection, he would welcome the proposal. 

Mr. Polk said that he also assented to it. 

M. Glemenceau said that the hold over Germany would ultimately be 
represented by the prisoners held by the French Army. 

M. Matsui observed that a Commission to deal with prisoners was pro- 
vided for in the Treaty. He questioned whether it was desirable to set up a 
new Commission. It might be preferable to set the Commission provided 
for in the Treaty to work at once. 

M. Glemenceau read Article 215. He pointed out that a German member 
was provided for. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it was absolutely necessary to have a German 
representative on the Commission. 

M. Glemenceau said he thought perhaps not, as the Treaty was not yet 
ratified. 

M. Matsui said that a Commission on Prisoners of War already existed. 
It had, he understood, prepared a provisional scheme for repatriation. Gould 
this Commission be empowered to proceed with the repatriation suggested? 
Japan, he added, had some prisoners. She had been feeding them for a long 
time, and was anxious to repatriate them. Repatriation from Japan would 
be a long process. Japan, therefore, would gladly associate herself with any 
measures taken to that end. 

(It was decided: — 

(a) That an Inter- Allied Commission of one military and one civil member 
from each of the five Powers be set up at once to begin repatriation 
of German prisoners, starting with prisoners held by the British and 
American Armies. 

(5) That Mr. Balfour should draft a letter to the German Delegation, 
explaining the reasons for anticipating the Treaty in this matter, 
and making it clear that this was a gratuitous act of humanity, and 
that the execution of the project would depend on the good behaviour 
of Germany. 

(c) That the nominations should be made at the following meeting.) 
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7- M. Tardieu read and explained the Report contained in Appendix D.s 
M. Tittoni said that the Council had decided to divide the 
^nSyda area for plebiscite purposes. He could not see why it 

should decline to do likewise in Styria. Moreover, the Council 
had already decided on a plebiscite in this area. (See h. d, 38,6 Minute 6(a) 
and H. D. 39h Minute 3 (a)). Why should this decision be reversed? The 
land in question was not Italian, and he had no diirect interest in its fate. It 
was of the utmost importance, however, that the Austrians should sign the 
Treaty. The Austrian Cabinet depended on a majority, in which there were 
28 Styrian Deputies. Should these Deputies receive no satisfaction, they 
might not support the Government in signing the Treaty. This would 
produce a most perilous situation. He did not know whether M. Clemenceau 
was ready to occupy Austria with French troops, but he must declare that 
Italy would find it extremely difficult to do so. 

M. Tardieu said that in analogous cases, the Council had not decided in 
favour of a plebiscite. There was no strong motive for holding one in Styria, 
There were in the area 75,000 Slovenes against 18,000 Germans. 

M. Tittoni said that in that case the result need not be feared. In order 
to upset the decision taken 24 hours earlier, very strong reasons should be 
alleged. He knew of no such reasons. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood the previous resolution to have 
been to the effect that a plebiscite should be held in the district of Marburg. 
The limits of this district had not been settled. The question had been 
referred to the experts in order that they should examine it and make a 
report. 

M. Tittoni said that the Minutes of the meeting (h. d. 38,^ Minute 6(a)) 
stated that the Austrian demand was accepted, although he had himself 
proposed the line of the Drave as the limit of the plebiscite area. 

Mr. Polk said that his understanding was that the line proposed by the 
Austrian Delegation had been more or less accepted. He had not understood 
that so large an addition as was proposed by the British and French Members 
of the Commission was to be made. The question was whether the delimita- 
tion of the area was to be influenced by the Austrian or by the Jugo-Slav 
requests. If the area were made large, the result was a foregone conclusion 
in favour of the Jugo-Slavs, In that case, he thought it would be preferable 
to attribute the territory to the Jugo-Slavs outright. 

M. Tardieu said that the Commission was not in a position to make a 

s Not printed. An English translation of this report is printed by N. Almond and R, H. 
Lutz, op. cit., pp, 402-5. This undated report comprised: (i) a statement of the divergent 
views of the British and French Delegations on the one hand and the American and Italian 
Delegations on the other as regards the limits of the proposed plebiscite zone (see the 
discussion below) ; (ii) joint recommendations by the four delegations as to the methods of 
the plebiscite; (iii) a statement of the reasons which prompted the British and French 
Delegations respectfully to inform the Supreme Council of their opinion that the plebiscite 
had serious inconveniences and would be perilous; (iv) observations by the American and 
Italian Delegations in opposition to the above view. 
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iiiinuiinoiis rcporl. It coiiid only place the divergent views of the Delegates 
beiore the CJouncil. The line proposed by the Austrians was clearly to the 
ileiriniciif of the Jugo-SIavs. The latter had had good reason to suppose that 
riis: was theirs. If the settlement was now to be altered entirely at 

the instance of the Austrians, they would reasonably think themselves 
aggrieved. Four a [.or] unanimous decisions had been taken. In any case, 
the Shjvcncs were treated very hardly by the Treaty. The last decision of 
tlie Council would make their case worse. Marburg was the economic and 
inteijectual c'cnire of Southern Styria. It had even been admitted to be 
.'io b\’ the provioiis Austrian administration. In his view, the Jugo-Slav 
ptjsihon sliuuif! be maintained as he regarded it as entirely right. 

Mr. Balfour asked M. Tardieu whether his Committee had enquired 
whether the area under consideration was economically connected with 
Marburg, as M. Tittoni denied this. 

M. Tittoni gave certain figures about the traffic from Marburg. On the 
Marbiirg-Villach line there were 32,372 departures and 32,349 arrivals. On 
the Marbiirg-Graz line there were 30,742 departures and 49,230 arrivals. 
On the Marburg-Laibach line there were 26,834 departures and 34,462 
arrivals. On the Marburg-Agram line there were 1,975 departures and 
2,299 arrivals. From these figures it clearly appeared that the traffic of 
Marburg was towards the north. The southern area was, moreover, divided 
from it by a mountain range. 

M. Tardieu said these figures were well known to the Committee. They 
were the result of the deliberate economic policy of the Austrian administra- 
tion. The natural market of Marburg was to the south. In spite of all 
their efibrts, the Austrians had had to abandon the idea of administering 
Southern Styria, except from Marburg. The Italians had good reason to 
know what the methods of the Austrians were, as they had experienced them 
at Trieste. 

M. Tittoni said that the comparison was not quite correct. The Italian 
population had never been sufficiently represented in the Austrian Parlia- 
ment to obtain any concessions in its favour. The Slovenes, on the other 
hand, like the Poles, had been strong enough to produce a balance of parties. 
They had, therefore, received some consideration. 

M, Tardieu said that he did not wish to question the decision made on 
the previous day, but he thought it was paying the Austrians an undue 
compliment to accept their line exactly as they proposed it. The Jugo-Slavs 
had asked for consultation of the population throughout. This had been 
refused and the Conference was now asked to impose on them a plebiscite 
in an area in which they did not expect it, and in a form which would annoy 
them without reason. 

M. Tittoni said that he was willing to extend the plebiscite area to tlie 
limits of the judicial district of Marburg, in order to meet the views of the 
French and British Delegates, 

M. Tardieu said that he thought this would produce very little effect on 
the position. 
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M. (Ami-vcd that die Jugo-Slavs had been in occupation of the 

area for tin.; -..dae months. They could not be evicted witiioiil: certain 
tiOiil/le. 

Mii. Polk asked whetlier this occupation was under the authority of tiie 
Goiifcrcncc, or whether the Jiigo-Siavs had just taken possession on their 
own iiiiti.'itivc. 

M. Fkjhon said that no formal authorization had been given but that no 
protest had been made. 

Mr. Balfour then suggested that in order to reach some decision, the 
wiiolc notion of a plebiscite should be dropped. 

M. Glemengeau said that he agreed. 

M. XiTTONi said that he would prefer to hold a plebiscite in the extended 
area, 

h'lR. Polk said that he would rather abandon the plebiscite altogether 
than adopt a compromise which, he thought, would satisfy neitlicr party, 

M. Tittoni said liis main desire was that tlie Treaty should be signed, 
because should the Austrians refuse to sign it, he did not know what the 
Conference could do. 

(After some 'further discussion, the American, British, .French and Japanese 
Delegations agreed to abandon entirely the idea of a plebiscite in Styria, 
and to stand b'y the territorial settlement made in the Treaty handed to 
the Austrian .Delegation. 

M. Tittoni reserved liis agreement and said that lie would communicate 
his conclusion to the Secretary-General in the course of the a'fternoon.)^ 

(The meeting theu'i adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic, Paris, 

August igig. 

Appendix G to No. 4.4 

Le President de la Conference de la Paix a Monsieur le General Dupont, Berlin 

La Conference a decide que la Commission de trois generaux auxquels devra 
s’adj^.)indre le Colonel Goodyear comme representant americain devrait se rendre 
in,iTriediatement en Haiite-Sik%ie pour y remplir la mission prevue par mon tele- 
gramme 4040 — Stop — Les representants du gouvernement allemand a Ver™ 
saiiics ont ete avi.s«> il y a plusieurs jours de ce voyage et out declare que leur 
gouvernement le faciliterait — Stop — II s’agit de se rendre un compte exact de 
la situation et de nous proposer les mesures propres a ramener le calme dans le 
plus bref deiai possible en tenant compte de la situation politique — Stop — 
Veulilez communiquer a vos colkgues cette decision de la conference et me 
rendre compte de Fexecution. 

Glemengeau 

This resolution is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., p, 406. 
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No. 45 


iL D. 41 .] Moles of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Pichmds Room at the (^ai dHrsay, Paris, an Thursday ^ 
August' 28, igig, at ii a.m. 

Present: US. A,'. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretaries, Mr. L, Harrison, Colonel II. S. 


Bikish Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr, H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk, 

France: 'M. GieraenceaUj M. Pichon; secret.aries, M'. Dutasta, M. 

Bei'ti'ieiot, M. de Saint-Qjientiri. 
limy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Patemo. 

Japan: i\l'. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: US. A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Com- 
ma nder Bell France: Captain A. Portier, Italy: Lieut.-Golonel Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

'The following also attended for the questions with which they were concerned : 
US.A.: Mr, Woolsey, Mr. Nielsen. 

British Empire: Major-General Sir G. J. Sackville-West, Colonel lienniker, 
Mr. Leeper, Mr. Headlam-Morley, Mr. Hutchinson. 

France: M. Tardicu, M. Loucheur, M. Jules Gambon, M. Laroche, 
M. Tirman. 

Italy : Count Varmuteili-Rey, M. d’ Ameglio, M. di Palma. 

1. Mr. Polk suggested that before proceeding to the order of the day, the 

^ ^ resolutions of the previous meeting might be read, and further 

the^Comcil this might be made the rule for the future. 

M. Glemengeau said that such a procedure would waste the 
Council’s time. 

Mr. Balfour agreed wdth M. Glemenceau. 

(After some further discussion, it was agreed that copies of all resolutions 
passed by the Council should be laid on the table of each Delegate, on the 
day following the meeting at wiiich the aforesaid resolutions had been 
taken ; and that, if no objections were raised by the Delegates, the text of 
the resolutions, as submitted, should be considered to have been accepted.) 

2. Mr. Balfour circulated the following draft declaration with regard to 

the repatriation of German prisoners 

German Prmners of < order to diminish as rapidly as possible the sufferings 
Amrkmhmds^^^ caused by the war, the Allied and Associated Powers have 
{Reference H. D. determined to anticipate the date of ratification of the Treaty 

40P .Minnie 6) of Peace with Germany, so far as the repatriation of German 

prisoners is concerned. The process of repatriation will begin 
immediately, and it will be conducted under the auspices of an Inter- 
Allied Committee, to which will be added a German representative as 
soon as the Treaty comes into force. 

* No. 44. 
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M. PiGHON observed that the Jugo-Slavs had been in occupation of the 
area for the last nine months. They could not be evicted without certain 
trouble. 

Mr. Polk asked whether this occupation was under the authority of the 
Conference, or whether the Jugo-Slavs had just taken possession on their 
own initiative. 

M. PiGHON said that no formal authorization had been given but that no 
protest had been made. 

Mr. Balfour then suggested that in order to reach some decision, the 
whole notion of a plebiscite should be dropped. 

M. Glemengeau said that he agreed. 

M. Tiitoni said that he would prefer to hold a plebiscite in the extended 

area, 

Mr. Polk said that he w^ould rather abandon the plebiscite altogether 
than adopt a compromise which, he thought, would satisfy neither party, 

M. Tittoni said his main desire was that the Treaty should be signed, 
because should the Austrians refuse to sign it, he did not know what the 
Conference could do, 

(After some further discussion, the American, British, French and J apanese 
Delegations agreed to abandon, entirely the idea of a plebiscite in Styria, 
and to stand by the territorial settlement made in the Treaty handed to 
the Austrian Delegation. 

M. Tittoni reserved his agreement and said that he would communicate 
his conclusion to the Secretary-General in the course of the afteraoon.)^ 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August sy, iQig, 

Appendix C to No. 44 

Le President de la Conference de la Paix d Monsieur le General Dupont, Berlin 

La Conference a decide que la Commission de trois generaux auxquels devra 
s’adjoindre le Colonel Goodyear comme representant americain devrait se rendre 
immddiatement en Haiite-Silesie pour y remplir la mission prevue par mon t^le- 
gramme 4040 — Stop — Les representants du gouvernement allemand a Ver- 
sailles ont ete avises ii y a plusieurs jours de ce voyage et ont declare que leur 
gouvernement le faciliterait — Stop — II s’agit de se rendre un compte exact de 
la situation et de nous proposer les mesures propres a ramener le calme dans le 
plus bref delai possible en tenant compte de la situation politique — Stop — 
Veuillez communiquer a vos collegues cette decision de la conference et me 
rendre compte de Fexecution. 

. Glemengeaul 

’ This resolution is printed by N. Almond and E. H. Lutz, op. cit., p. 406. 
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No. 45 


H. D. 41 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Thursday^ 

August 28, igigy at ii a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. PoUc; secretaries, Mr. L. Harrison, Colonel U. S. 
Grant. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J, Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H, Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M, Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M, de Saint-Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Com- 
mander Bell. : Captain A. Portier. Lieut.-Golonel Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

The following also attended for the questions with which they were concerned : 
U.S.A.: Mr. Woolsey, Mr. Nielsen. 

British Empire : Major-General Sir C. J. Sackville-West, Colonel Henniker, 
Mr. Leeper, Mr. Headlam-Moiiey, Mr. Plutchinson. 

France: M. Tardieu, M. Loucheur, M. Jules Gambon, M. Laroche, 
M. Tirman. 

Italy: Count Vannutelli-Rey, M. d’Ameglio, M. di Palma. 

I . Mr. Polk suggested that before proceeding to the order of the day, the 

^ ^ resolutions of the previous meeting might be read, and further 

theiomcU that this might be made the rule for the future. 

M. Glemenceau said that such a procedure would waste the 
GounciFs time. 

Mr. Balfour agreed with M. Glemenceau. 

(After som,e further discussion, it was agreed that copies of all resolutions 
passed by the Council should be laid on the table of each Delegate, on the 
day following the meeting at which the aforesaid resolutions had been 
taken ; and that, if no objections were raised by the Delegates, the text of 
the resolutions, as submitted, should he considered to have been accepted.) 

2. Mr. Balfour circulated the following draft declaration with regard to 
the repatriation of German prisoners: — • 

Geman Pnmiers of ‘jjj order to diminish as rapidly as possible the suflerings 
^AmerkmhaMs the Allied and Associated Powers have 

{Reference H. D. determined to anticipate the date of ratification of tbe Treaty 

40 1 Minute 6) of Peace with Germany, so far as the repatriation of German 

prisoners is concerned. The process of repatriation will begin 
immediately, and it will be conducted under the auspices of an Inter- 
Allied Committee, to which will be added a German representative as 
soon as the Treaty comes into force. 
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The Allied and Associated Powers desire to make it quite clear that the 
continuance of this benevolent policy, from which German soldiers will so 
greatly benefit, must depend on the fulfilment by the German Government 
and People of all their obligations.’ 

(The draft declaration prepared hy Mr. Balfour was accepted for trans- 
mission and piihlicatioii.)2 


The following nominations were then made for the Prisoners of War 
Committee provided for by the resolution taken on August 27th (see h. d. 
40,^ Minute 6) : 


British Empire . 

America, United States of 
France . 

Italy 

Japan 


Mr. Vansittart, General Belfield. 

Mr. Dresel, Brig.-Gen. W. D. Connor. 
M. Alphan[d], Colonel Jouvin. 
Colonel Toni. 

M. Shigemitsu, Colonel Nagai. 


3. Mr. Polk said that Article 61 of the German Constitution should be 
referred to the Drafting Committee, who should advise the 
The German Constitu- Council as to the measures which might be taken, since 
tion and vidahon of Subsequent action by the Council ought to be taken 
{Reference H. D. sg,^ advice of competent lawyers. 

Minute 4) (It was decided that Article 61 of the German Constitution 

should be sent to the Drafting Committee, who should 
examine the extent to which the aforesaid Article violated the terms of 
the Peace Treaty Avith Germany, and should advise the Council as to the 
measures which ought to be taken.) 


4- 

Reply to the letter of r. m. • , • 

the Austrian DeUga- (Owing to the illness of M. littoiii, this question w^as 

tion on the subject of adjourned to the following day). 

the frontiers in Styria 

5. M. Laroche read an Article for insertion in Part 3 of the Peace Treaty 
Reply to the Austrian Austria, on the subject of Special Conventions to be 

Delegation with regard drawn up between Austria and the New States formed out 
to Part 3 of the Peace of the old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. (See Appendix A. s ) 
that a new clause on the subject of Special 
SeeAmwxF^^^A 8 Austria aud the States formed out of the old 

’ ' ' Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, on the subject of the rights, 

privileges and goods of private persons in the aforesaid States (see 
Appendix As), should be accepted.) 

® The declaration was published in the British press on August 30, 1919. 

3 No. 43, 4 No. 42. 

s Not printed. This appendix contained a French text of what became article 265 of the 
Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye. In this text the last clause of the first paragraph of the 
article was underlined. 



6. M. Cambon read and commented upon the British and American reserva- 

Ret.lyioihc.Hois,ofihc ‘' 7 */ *° *<= Austrian Delegation, 

Austrian Delegation subject of Part 12 of the Peace Treaty with Austria. 

with regard to Part 1 2 of (See Annex F, H. D. 3 ^')'*' 

the Peace Treaty with M. TiRMAN said that the British reservations had been 
Austria, Ports, Water- j-j^^de before Article 322 [330] of the Peace Treaty had 
ways and Railways ]-jeen altered. By a previous decision of the Council, it 
had been laid down tliat immediate reciprocity should be granted in the 
matter of Ports, Waterways and Railways, to Austria, and other states formed 
out of the old Monarchy. (See h. d. 37,® Minute 8.) By virtue of this 
decision, the British reservation fell to the ground. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley agreed with M. Tirman, and said that the 
reservation of the British Delegation had been satisfied. 

M. Gambon explained the reservations of the British, Japanese and Italian 
Delegations on the subject of Article 310 [318] of the Austrian Peace Treaty. 

M. Tirman said that the reservation formulated by the British, Japanese 
and Italian Delegations might be met by altering the expression ‘cession' of 
Ports, Waterways and Railways to the ‘transfer' of Ports, Waterways and 
Railways throughout. In addition to this, in Part 3 of Article 310 the word 
‘proportion' should be altered to ‘distribution' ^ and the expression ‘handed over' 
should be altered to ‘be effected'. 

(It was decided that Article 310 [ 318 ] of the Peace Treaty with Austria 
should he amended, so as to read : — 

Article 310 

‘Subject to any special provisions concerning the transfer of ports, 
waterways and railways situated in the territories transferred under the 
present Treaty, and to the financial conditions relating to the conces- 
sionnaires and the pensioning of the personnel, the transfer of railways will 
take place under the following conditions : 

‘(1) The works and installations of all the railroads shall be handed 
over complete and in good condition. 

‘ ( 2 ) When a railway system, possessing its own rolling-stock, is handed 
over in its entirety by Austria to one of the Allied and Associated Powers, 
such stock shall be handed over complete, in accordance with the last 
inventory before November 3 , 1918 , and in a normal state of upkeep. 

‘( 3 ) As regards lines without any special rolling-stock, Commissions of 
experts designated by the Allied and Associated Powers, on which Austria 
shall be represented, shall fix the distribution of the stock existing on the 
system to which those lines belong to be effected [sic]. Those Commissions 
shall have regard to the amount of the material registered on these lines 
in the last inventory before November 3 , 1918 , the length of track (sidings 
included), and the nature and amount of the traffic. These Commissions 
shall also specify the locomotives, carriages and wagons to be handed over 
in each case ; they shall decide upon the conditions of their acceptance, and 
shall make the provisional arrangements necessary to ensure their repair 
in Austrian workshops. 

6 No 41. 

563 



‘ (4) Stocks of stores, fittings and plant siiali be handed over, under the 
same conditions as the rolling-stock. 

‘The provisions of paragraphs 3 and 4 above shall be applied to the 
lines of former Russian Poland converted by Austria to -the Austrian 
gauge, such lines being regarded as detached from the Austrian system.’) 

M. Gambon then explained the American reservation with regard to Part XII 
of the reply to the Austrian Delegation. (See Appendix F, h. d. 384,) 

Mr. Polk explained that the American proposal did not deal exclusively 
with the portion of the reply to the Austrians dealing with Ports, Railways 
and Waterways, but that it was concerned with the interpretative passages 
which had been introduced throughout the reply. Such passages referred to 
tlie Financial Glauses (Part IX), Reparation Glauses (Part VIII), the 
Waterways and Railways Glauses (Part XII), and the Report of the Minorities 
Commission. By virtue of these passages, the Drafting Committee were 
really giving interpretations to the text of the Peace Treaty, and the fact 
might be of advantage either to Austria, or to the Allies, Such interpreta- 
tions were official, and would, as such, become part of the agreement with 
Austria. If they did, they would have to be submitted to the United States 
Senate, together with the Treaty itself. If they were ratified by the Senate, 
the United States would be bound. He did not think that the United States 
should be bound by interpretative passages, unless it were understood that 
other Powers were bound also. It was therefore necessary either (<2) to have 
it clearly understood that all Powers should be bound by such interpretative 
passages, or (b) to insert a clause in the reply to the Austrian Delegation, 
telling them that the reply of the Allied and Associated Powers was not to be 
taken as in any sense modifying the text of the Treaty. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not think that the Peace Treaty should be 
drafted in such a manner as to require any interpretation at all. 

M. Gambon said that the interpretative passages referred only to the text 
of the reply, and not to the Peace Treaty itself. 

(It was decided after some further discussion that ; — 

(1) The reply to the Austrian Delegation should he referred as a whole to 

the Drafting Committee, to co-ordinate it with the terms of the 
Peace Treaty. 

(2) A clause should be inserted in the reply to the Austrian Delegation 

to the effect that the aforesaid reply was not to he taken as in any 
sense modifying the text of the Treaty,’’) 

7- 

Reply io the Ausirian Note on printed] ^ 

the subject of the Labour Clauses 
in the Treaty of Reace with 
Austria, Part Xlll 

’ This resolution is printed with minor variation by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., 
p. 223.^^ 

® Arising out of discussion on this item the Supreme Council decided: (i) to refer to the 
Editing Committee, for report to the Council next day, the resolution (appendixE in original) 
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8. M. Gambon read the covering letter to the reply to the Austrian Delega- 
tion. (See Appendix F, h. d. 38^.) He drew attention to 
Covering Letter to the drawn Up on the basis of the 

reply to the Austrian « , • 

Delegation reports 01 several separate Gommittees. 

The main object in the reply had been to settle finally 
the responsibility of the Austrian Government with regard to the war. 

M. Glemenceau said that M. Gambon’s statement with regard to the 
character of the covering note was quite evident. 

Mr. Balfour said that the draft reply read by M. Gambon was a most 
able document. He thought, however, that the procedure followed in the 
case of the Peace Treaty with Germany might be adopted in the present 
instance. Mr. Piiilip Kerr^ had drafted the covering letter accompanying 
the reply to the German counter-proposals, and his letter had been very 
favourably commented upon by the press in all the Allied countries. He 
suggested that Mr. Kerr should also draft the covering letter to the replies 
to the Austrian counter-proposals, and submit his draft to the Council on 
the following day. 

M. Tardieu said that the Reparations Commission, together with 
M. Loucheur, had, on the previous day, drawn up a note on the subject of 
reparations by Austria. He thought that the note in question ought to be 
embodied in the covering letter to the reply to the Austrian counter-pro- 
posals. 

(It was decided : — 

1 . That the note drafted by M. Loucheur and the Reparations Commission 

should be embodied in the covering letter accompanying the answer 
to the Austrian counter-proposals ; 

2 . That the draft of the covering letter prepared by the Editing Com- 

mittee, together %vith the above note of the Reparations Commission, 
should be referred to Mr. PbiUp Kerr for re-draft, and that the new 

passed by the Labour Committee on June 4, 1919, proposing the insertion in the peace 
treaties to be concluded with enemy powers of the following clause: ‘Workpeople belonging 
to one of the Allied and Associated Powers who have been admitted to the territory of . . . 
and their families, will possess the rights and privileges granted to workmen nationals by 
the labour and social laws of . . ., and the conditions which regulate them, provided that the 
said Allied and Associated Power guarantees reciprocal treatment to . . . w'orkmen admitted 
to her territories, and to their families.’ (ii) To submit at once to the Labour Committee the 
proposal of the Italian Delegation in favour of ‘the admission of Austrian Representatives 
to the Labour Congress to be held at Washington in the following autumn. The Labour 
Committee should examine the question, keeping in mind the consequences that might 
result on the situation of Germany in this Congress’. The Committee should make proposals 
regarding the admission of both countries to the Congress. (M. Piehon had stated during 
the discussion that ‘if the admission of Austrian workmen to the International Congress of 
Labour were allowed, this would, ipso facto, involve the admission of German workmen on 
the same terms. The International Congress of Labour had originally decided against the 
admission of Gerinan workmen to the First Session at Washington. It had now changed 
its mind and w'as demanding that German representatives should actually be admitted 
after the order of business of the Session had been drawn up. This had been done in order 
to prevent Germany from having any say in the matters to be discussed.’} 

Secretary to Mr. Lloyd George. 
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text, as prepared by bim, sliould be submitted at tlie next Meeting 
of tlie Goimcil.)^*’ 

M. Gambon then drew attention to the fact that it might be considered 
necessary to make some allusion in the covering note to the independence 
of the Austrian State, since Article 6i of the German Constitution appeared 
to question it. 

M. Glemengeau said that the whole question would be considered on the 
following day. 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 

August 28, igrg. 

This resolution is printed with minor variation by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, 
op. cit.j p. 2Q3. 


No. 46 

H. D. 42.] J{otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Friday, 

August sg, igig, at n a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt, Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M, Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat; U.S.A,: Mr. G. Russell. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France : yL. dcPttcin. Lt.-Golonel Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

The following also attended for the questions with which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : Professor Goolidge, Professor Johnson, Mr. Woolsey, Mr. Scott. 
British Empire : Mr. J. W. Headlam-Morley, Mr. H. Nicolson, Captain 
G. T. M. Fuller, R.N, 

France: M. Tardieu, M. Loucheur, M. Jules Gambon, M. Seydoux, 
M, Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Hermitte, M. Adassigli, Gomnidt. 
Levavasseur. 

Italy: Count Vannutelli-Rey, M. Brambilla, M. di Palma. 

I . M. Tardieu said that on the previous day he had received from M. Tittoni 

. . , a new proposal. There was no further question of a Plebiscite 

rlebiscile in the , • ii -njii - 

Marbur<^ Area m a small area near Radkersburg. 

M. Glemengeau asked why M. Tittoni wished to hold a 

Plebiscite there. 



M. Tittoni replied that his main object was to get an Austrian signature 
to the Treaty. What he proposed was a considerable reduction to the 
Austrian demands, but the area was entirely German, and though the district 
of Marburg would remain Jugo-Slav, he thought it was desirable to give the 
Austrians satisfaction somewhere. One of the reasons for holding a plebiscite 
in this area was that the Chief of the Christian Social Party which supported 
the State had been returned for Radkersburg. 

M. Tardieu said that without expressing any opinion on the reason 
alleged by M. Tittoni, he thought the area of Radkersburg ought to be 
attached to Prekomurie. Should the Plebiscite go in favour of Austria, the 
resulting frontier would be a bad one. 

M. Glemenceau asked General Le Rond to state what, from a geographical 
point of view, would be the result. 

General Le Rond said that it had been recognised long ago that the 
population in this area was mainly German, and in making a frontier, it was 
not possible to take any account of every little variation in the character of 
the population. This was all the less necessary as a considerable number of 
Slovene villages had been left within Austria. If the Plebiscite suggested by 
M. Tittoni turned out in favour of the Austrians, the frontier in this area 
would be geographically unsound, cutting valleys in a capricious manner 
and leaving Radkersburg almost on the boundary line. Should the vote be 
in favour of the Jugo-Slavs, which was unlikely, the frontier would be the 
same as that proposed by the Commission. In the area in question, there 
were about 10,000 Austrians. The number of Slovenes left outside Jugo- 
slavia could be counted in hundreds of thousands. If the question of the 
Austrians in this area were raised, the question of the Slovenes left outside 
Jugo-Slavia would also have to be raised. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the Austrians would still demand a Plebis- 
cite in this region if a Plebiscite in the Slovene area left to them were 
required. 

Mr. Polk observed that the Slovenes left outside Jugo-Slavia would 
remain in Plungary and not in Austria. Austria would therefore raise no 
objection. 

M. Tittoni said that if the line of the Drave had been accepted, it 
would have yielded a more logical frontier than any other line. He pointed 
out further that the area in question was included in an administrative 
boundary. The geographical objections, therefore, did not appear strong, as 
the frontier adopted by the Commission was not itself a good geographical 
line. ■ , 

General Le Rond said that the line proposed by the Commission followed 
the crest of the hills. 

M. Tittoni said that for so small a matter, he did not wish to risk a refusal 
of the Austrian signature. 

M. Glemenceau said that he thought there was no great need to fear the 
refusal of signature. 

Mr. Balfour then suggested that the River Mur be taken as the frontier 
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line and that no Plebiscite should be held at all. Radkersburg would then 
remain Austrian, 

(It was then decided that no Plebiscite should be held in Styria, and that 
the River Mur should be accepted as the frontier between Austria and the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in this area. 

Radkersburg would be attributed to Austria, and Marburg to the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.) 

2. M. Gambon said that the proposal referred to the Editing Committee by 

the Council on the previous day (h. d. 41, Paragraph 7, 
Part 13 of the proposed Appendix B*) had been examined. In the opinion of the 
amim to the Austrian Committee, the Council had refused to recognise 

labour principle involved, in the Treaty with Germany. The 

Committee therefore regarded it a mistake to record in 
the Treaty with Austria anything so diametrically different from the treat- 
ment accorded to Germany. For his part, he would suggest, should the 
Council adopt the proposal, that it be communicated to Austria in the form 
of a special additional document. The British Delegate on the Editing 
Committee regarded the question as one of general interest concerning all 
countries, including neutral countries. He thought, therefore, that it should 
be referred to the League of Nations. 

M. Tittoni said that he favoured the suggestion made by M. Gambon 
that the agreement be made additional to the Treaty. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would prefer that nothing should be said in 
the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the proposal be referred to the International 
Labour Congress in Washington. 

(It was then decided that no mention be made in the Treaty with Austria 
of the rights and privileges of Allied workpeople admitted to enemy terri- 
tories and vice versa, but that the resolution passed by the Labour 
Committee on June 4, 1919 (Appendix B to H. d. 41)' should be referred to 
the International Labour Congress in Washington.) 

3. M. Glemengeau said that the Council had previously decided that 

German Labour Delegates should be admitted to the next 
Admission of Austrian meeting of the International Labour Congress, after that 
^DekateTto^li^^ to be held in Washington. The same principle should 
nlti^Ll^LabourCon- presumably apply to the Austrians. The labour organisa- 
gress in Washington tioiis in various Allied and Neutral countries, notably iii 
France, were, however, asking that the German labour 
delegates be admitted at once. His proposal was that the question of their 
admission or non-admission be left to the discretion of the Congress itself. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood the proposal to be that the Inter- 
national Labour Congress should meet according to the constitution at 
present laid down for it, and that it should then decide whether or not 
German and Austrian delegates should be heard. 

M. Glemengeau said that w^as his intention. 

' See No. 45, note 8. 
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M. Tittoni said that the Italian G.G.T. declared it would not send 
representatives to Washington and would not recognise the International 
Labour Congress or its decisions unless the German delegates were admitted. 
No International Labour legislation could be enforced in Italy against the 
will of Italian labour. He believed the same conditions existed in France. 

M. Glemengeau said that he was not intimidated by threats. The French 
Labour Party had spoken to him very much in the same manner, but he 
thought his proposal was sufficient to meet the situation. 

Mr. Balfour said that M. Glemenceau’s proposal appeared to Mm to be 
very reasonable, though it was a modification of a previous decision. As he 
had no expert on labour matters whom he could consult, lie would like to 
postpone giving his assent until he had had time to obtain the views of the 
British Minister specially concerned with this subject. In referring the matter 
to him, he would express his personal agreement with M. Glemenceau’s views. 

Mr. Polk said that he was in a similar situation to Mr. Balfour and would 
take up the matter with his Government. 

M. Tittoni said that there was one practical difficulty in M. Glemenceau’s 
scheme. Should the. Congress decide to give a hearing to the Germans and 
Austrians, they would require a month to get to Washington. 

M. Glemengeau said that he had been assured that the Germans and 
Austrians would go to Washington in expectation of a favourable decision, 
should the Council adopt the proposal he had made. 

(It was decided to postpone the decision on the question of the admission 
of German and Austrian Labour Delegates to the International Labour 
Congress at Washington, until Mr. Balfour and Mr. Polk had consulted 
their respective Governments.) 

4. M. Glemengeau said that he had received a disquieting telegram from 
Colonel Haskell, the Allied High Commissioner in Armenia. (The 
^Armenl,a contained in Appendix A was then read.) He added that 

he had ordered a note to be circulated to his colleagues to the effect 
that he was ready to send 12,000 men to Cilicia, This force would be able 
to occupy the points mentioned by Colonel Haskell. It would be necessar)'’ 
to utilise the Bagdad railway as a means of supplying this force. The note 
contained in Appendix B was then read. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the area referred to by Colonel Haskell was not 
one that was accessible from the Black Sea. 

M. Berthelot said that it was also accessible from Cilicia, as the roads 
were good and suitable for motor lorries. It would be possible, he considered, 
to send supplies into Armenia from Mersina and Alexandretta. An agree- 
ment for the use of the railway would, however, be necessary. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether this had been studied by the French General 
Staff. 

M. Glemengeau said that the note was a result of a study by the Staff. 

(It was decided to postpone the consideration of the Note contained in 
Appendix B till the following day.) 
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(It was decided to postpone the consideration of the new English draft 
^Covering Letter to co’^^ering letter until the following day, and in connection with 
Reply to Anslrian it, to discuss the question whether or not Austria was a New 
Delegation State.) 

6, M. Berthelot said that x 4 rticle 6i of the new German Constitution was 

to the following effect: — 

Article Mo. 6i of the «Eacli land has at least one vote in the Reichsrat. In 
iion {Reference li.rr. greater lands, one vote is assigned to a 

41,^ Minutes) million inhabitants. An excess which is at least equal to 
the population of the smallest land is reckoned as a 
complete million. No land can be represented by more than two-fifths of 
the total votes. 

‘German Austria, after its junction with the German Reich, receives 
the right of participation in the Reichsrat with the number of votes 
corresponding to its population. Till then, the representatives of German 
Austria have a consultative voice. 

‘The number of votes is fixed anew by the Reichsrat after each general 
census.’ 

Article 61 appeared to be out of harmony with Article 80 of the Treaty of 
Peace. The American Delegation, however, questioned whether Article 1 78 
of the new German Constitution did not dispel the apparent contradiction. 
Article 178 was to the effect that no provision in the Constitution could be 
held to modify the Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles. The question had 
been submitted to the legal advisers, who thought that Article 178 rendered 
Article 61, in so far as it conflicted with the stipulations of the Treaty, null 
and void. This appeared to furnish an additional reason for asking the 
German Government to cancel Article 6i. The Council should therefore 
decide whether, and in what form, the protest should be made to the German 
Government. It should also decide whether M. Tardieu’s proposal should 
be carried out, namely, to insert a counterpart of Article 80 in the Treaty 
with Aastria. 

Mr. Balfour said that he understood the question raised by Article 6i 
of the new German Constitution had been referred to the Drafting Committee, 
and that agreement had not yet been reached within the Committee. He 
thought, therefore, that it would be better to await its recommendations. 
He thought that the first of the problems alluded to by M. Berthelot was the 
more important. He did not think it mattered much whether anything was 
inserted in the Treaty with Austria. 

(It was decided to postpone the question raised by Article 61 of the new 
German Constitution to the following day, in order to obtain the views of 
the Drafting Committee.) 

7. 

[Notprinted] 

Pas de Predii Railway 
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8, M. Berthelot explained that the people of Vorarlberg had expressed a 
The ueT n The Austrian Deiegatioiij 

of VomrlTerg flight have been expected, had protested. The Swiss Federal 
Council, meanwhile, had not adopted any resolution in favour 
of union with Vorarlberg. The Federal Council hesitated because the 
inclusion of this district would upset the present balance of power between 
the German and French cantons. The Conference, therefore, had before it 
only an appeal from the Vorarlberg. It could take no decision until it had 
before it a proposal from the Swiss Government. 

Mr. Balfour said he quite agreed that this was a matter that could not 
be settled without the Swiss. The only question left to the Council was to 
know whether the door should be left open for the Swiss to invite Vorarlberg 
to join them. He thought it might be better to leave the whole question alone. 

M. Berthelot said that the following was the proposal of the Central 
Territorial Committee for insertion in the Treaty. 

^23 aoht, 1919. 

‘En presence des manifestations des habitants du Vorarlberg en faveur 
d’lm rattachement de leur territoire a la Suisse, la Republique d’Autriche, 
au cas ou la Suisse elle-meme declarerait formellement qu’elle accepte un 
tel rattachement, s’engage a reconnaitre la decision du Gonseil de la 
Societe des Nations devant qui le cas devrait etre porte.’ 

Mr. Balfour asked whether the petition received from the Vorarlberg 
represented the majority of the population. 

M. Laroche said that two unofficial plebiscites had been held, and they 
yielded the result of 4 to i in favour of union with Switzerland. The second 
had been even more decisive than the first. 

M, Tittoni said that he would suggest reference to a regular plebiscite. 
M. Clemengeau said that he would prefer to take no action. The matter 
had not been brought officially to the cognisance of the Conference. There 
was in Switzerland a balance of power between the German and French 
elements. The Swiss Government was satisfactory from an international 
point of view. It might cease to be so if its German population were 
increased. 

M. Laroche observed that it was for this reason that the Committee 
recommended that a formal declaration by Switzerland should be obtained. 
M. Clemengeau observed that so far Switzerland had asked for notiiing. 
Mr, Balfour said that he was also in favour of not adding to the German 
majority in Switzerland. 

M. PiGHON observed that the problem was complicated by a financial 
question. Switzerland would only accept Vorarlberg if the area were relieved 
of its share of the Austrian debt. The hope of escape from this burden was 
one of the determining motives in the result of the plebiscites, 

M. Tardieu said that there was also a political reason against inserting 
anything in the Treaty regarding Vorarlberg. The Conference was attempt- 
ing to meet the Austrians as far as possible. The Austrian Delegation would 
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be greatly offended at any Article tending to deprive it of Vorarlberg. The 
Conference liad received expressions of opinion from Dutch Limburg in 
favour of union with Belgium. No notice had been taken. He thought the 
question should be left for the League of Nations to consider at a later 
date. 

(It was decided that no action need he taken on the subject of the union 
of Vorarlberg with Switzerland.) 

9. M. Glemengeau said that the conclusions of the report had been accepted 

by the Council (h. d. 39, Para. 2 3 ). He observed that he 
Report of Inter- Allied taken action and fulfilled his part of the undertaking. 

fnciden^Ti Fiml orders that the French troops in Fiume should 

be replaced by others. As to the suppression of the French 
base, this could not be undertaken immediately, as the base must be main- 
tained while there were French troops. In the meantime, however, there 
had been a recrudescence of unpleasant incidents. He thought it v»^as 
necessary that General Grazioli should be recalled forthwith, and that Italy 
should take as prompt action as he had taken himself, otherwise further 
bloodshed would occur, as threatening posters were appearing in Fiume, 
directed against both the French and the British. 

M. Tittoni undertook to act and to fulfil all the undertaking of the 
Italian Government. 

M. Glemengeau said that he took note of this declaration. 

10. M. Seydoux explained that the Note prepared by the Eastern Blockade 

Bio had of Council, and considered by the latter on the 

Soviet Rmsia August (h. d. 37,4 Minute 6) had been reconsidered in 

order to meet the views of the American Delegation. Certain 
modifications had been made, but the Blockade Committee thought it 
absolutely necessary to maintain a sentence to the effect that any action 
taken by a warship of an Allied or Associated Power should be understood 
to be taken in the name of all the Allied and Associated Powers. Without 
such a stipulation, it would be impossible for the ships in the Baltic to take 
any action at all. 

Mr. Polk observed that there appeared to be no amendment in that case 
of the previous provisional decision. What was proposed was equivalent to 
a blockade. 

M. Seydoux said that it was not blockade, because merchant shipping 
could not be captured, but could only be turned back. 

Mr. Polk said he regretted that he could not agree. The phrase M. Sey- 
doux attached such importance to represented a blockade. The American 
Government had always held very strong views on tliis subject. He thought, 
however, that some compromise might be possible. According to M. Seydoux, 
a neutral ship, attempting to trade with Bolshevik Russia, could not be 
captured, but could be turned back. Should the neutral ship refuse to turn 
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back and should its papers be in order, Allied ships would not be entitled to 
take any action at all. What he suggested was, 

‘that vessels of the Allied and Associated Powers should, in the name of 

those Powers as a whole, be authorised to prevent any vessel not provided 

with legal clearance for a Bolshevist Russian port, or any vessels whose 

papers are falsified, from proceeding to a Bolshevist destination/ 

Mr. Balfour asked what the United States Government would do if an 
American trader asked for clearance papers for a cargo to Petrograd. 

Mr. Polk said that the United States Government would refuse clearance. 

Mr. Balfour said the British. Government would do the same. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that stopping a neutral ship at sea if it carried 
regular papers, was nothing less than blockade. 

Mr. Balfour said that the United States Government made a distinction 
between fighting Russia and being at war with Russia. 

Mr. Polk observed that the British Government made the same distinction. 

Mr. Balfour said that according to International law^'-ers, it was impossible 
to be at war with any Government unless that Government were recognised. 
He did not, himself, attach much value to the opinion of international 
lawyers. 

M. Seydoux said that it was known that several Swedish ships were ready 
to sail with cargoes for Petrograd. If the American proposal were adopted, 
the Allied Navies would not be able to intercept them. 

Mr. Polk asked how the Navies could stop them at present. 

M. Seydoux said that hitherto no such shipments had gone to Petrograd. 
Pie suggested that the British Admiralty Notice No. 1298 of the 1 8th July, 
warning shipping against entering the zone in which operations were taking 
place, should be re-affirmed in the ‘Journal OfficieF of the various Allied 
Governments. 

Mr. Polk said that he would try and find some formula to which the 
American Government could consent. 

(The question was then adjourned.) 

II. Mr. Polk asked whether Treaties with the New States were to be 
between the New State on the one hand, and all the Allied and 
Associated Powers on the other, or between the New State on 
the one hand, and the Five Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers on the other. 

(It was decided that the Treaties with the New States should be between 
the New State on the one hand, and the Five Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers on the other.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Villa Majestic^ Paris, 
i?9 August, igig. 
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Appendix A to No. 46 

Priorite — Tijlis ji 5-182-1 S-iy^-Vnialte. 

Pi’esident, Council of Peace, Paris. 

I have personally investigated conditions in Armenia and find the horrible 
situation beyond description. Relief can and will reach the destitute in time to 
prevent starvation providing you support me with troops. Cavalry most suitable 
if available. The equivalent of an American reinforced infantry brigade will save 
situation in Russian Armenia. Tartars attacking on east and south with Tartar 
uprisings increasing daily throughout interior. Arrival of even one regiment might 
decide fate of our Armenian allies who may be exterminated at any time unless 
troops are rushed. British now leaving Caucasus and have already refused even 
temporarily to use any of their troops in Armenia stating that orders from above 
forbid their stationing of any British troops in Armenian territory. If British policy 
forbids protection of Armenians indicated by above conditions, this must be 
changed or other troops must be found and their arrival expedited, British troops 
now here are principally Indian. Please acknowledge receipt this telegram. 

W. M. N. Haskell, Col. G.S., U.S.A. 

Allied High Commissioner to Armenia. 

Appendix B to No. 46 

D3j;l6gation Franqaise. 

PARIS, le ^aoUt jgig. 

Protection des Armeniens 

En execution de la decision de la Conference du 25 aout,^ la possibilite d’envoyer 
un petit contingent expeditionnaire pour la protection des Armeniens a et6 etudi^e 
par le Gouvernement Fran^ais et conduit aux conclusions suivantes: 

1° Le Gouvernement Fran^ais reconnait possible de constituer ime force 
expMitionnaire d’une douzaine de mille hommes de toiites armes, a pr<!lever 
pour la plus grande partie sur I’Armee du General Franchet d’Esperey, lorsque 
aura ete opt^ree la reconstitution de cette armee, c’est a dire apres le 10 septembre. 

L’ operation serait faite en prenant pour point de debarquement les ports de 
Gilicie oh seraient creees deux bases frangaises (a Mersina et Alexandrette) . 

Toutefois, il serait necessaire, en vue de gagner du temps, de reserver la voie 
maritime pour le transport des troupes; le materiel et les chevaux seraient trans- 
portes par la voie ferree Haidar-Pacha, Konia, Adana; une entente a ce sujet 
serait etablie avec la compagnie d ’exploitation du chemin de fer pour le controle 
des transports. 

2® La force d’occupation assurerait ses ravitaillements d’abord par les voies 
ferrees partant de Mersina et d’Alexandrette et, au deia, au moyen de camions 
automobiles dont le bon etat des routes en Armenie permet un large emploi. 

Le ravitaillenient des bases pourrait etre assure par nos propres moyens commc 
pour les troupes fi-an^aises du Levant, a condition que les Anglais continuent a 
nous assui er la fourniture de la viande frigorifiee. 

3® En resume, Foperation envisagee est possible a partir du 10 septembre sans 
grosses difficuites, sous la reserve qu’une entente soit etablie pour les transports et 
les ravitaillements. 

s Omission in original. ® See No. 42, minute 5. 
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H. D. 43 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichorCs Room at the Quai ddOrsay^ Paris, on Saturday, 
August go, igig, at ii.o a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.'. Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mi’. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 
Berthelot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretarl\t: U.S.A.: Gapt. Ghapin. British Empire: Lt.-Gom- 
mander Bell. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Lt.'Golonel Jones. 

Interpreter: M. Meyer. 

The following also attended for the items with which they were concerned : 

Z/.i'.A.: Dr. James Brown-Scott, Mr. Woolsey. 

British Empire: Mr. C. J. B. Hurst, Mr. J. W. Headlam-Morley, Major- 
General Sir C. J; Sackville-West, Mr. H. Nicolson, Mr. A. Deeper. 

France: Af. Tardieu, M. Gambon, M. Laroche, M. Fromageot, M. Her- 
mitte, M. Massigli, M. Kammerer. 

Italy: Count Vannutelli-Rey, M. Galli, M. Gastoldi, M. Ricci-Busatti. 


I. M. Gambon read aloud the French text of the draft covering letter, in 
reply to the Austrian counter-proposals prepared by Mr. 


The covering letter 
in reply to the 
Austrian counter- 
proposals. 

{See Appendix 


Philip Kerr. On concluding, he remarked that the letter now 
before the Council was longer than the former communica- 
tion drafted by the Editing Committee. He further remarked, 
that in Mr, Philip Kerr’s draft covering letter no mention 


was made of the fact that the Allied and Associated Powers 


had decided to call the new' Austrian State the Austrian Republic, and to 
avoid all mention of the expression ‘German Austria’. 

M. Tittoni said that it had been decided that the expression ‘Republic of 
Austria’ should be employed in all official communications addressed to 
that Country. He did not think that it was within the power of the Council 
to do more. (See h. d. 29,2 Minute 4.) 

M. Glemenceau said that he agreed with M. Tittoni. 

M. Gambon read the passage in the original covering letter drafted by the 
Editing Committee, dealing explicitly with the point in question (see 
H. D. 38,3 Appendix F). 


1 Not printed. This draft text of the covering letter was, subject to the amendments 
adopted by the Supreme Council (see minute i below, and No. 49, minute 6), that com- 
municated to the Austrian Delegation on September 2, 1919, and printed in the British 
press on the following day. For the French text see Bericht uher die Tdtigkeit der deutsclwster- 
reichischen Friedensdelegation in St. Germain-en-Laye, vol. ii, pp. 310-17. 

2 No. 33. 3 No. 42. 





Mr. Balfour said that he wished to make a general comparison between 
the former document, prepared by the Editing Committee, and the one now 
before the Goimcil. He accepted M. Gambon’s statement that, the new draft 
covering letter xvas longer than the former. He also agreed with him that the 
new letter omitted certain points which had been dealt with by the Editing 
Committee. With regard to the manner in which the Austrian Government 
should henceforth be addressed, the Council had always referred to the 
'Austrian Republic’ in all official documents, and it was not possible to do 
more than this. Neither the Council nor the League of Nations could prevent 
any Country from conferring upon itself any title that it might desire to be 
known by. The original document drawn up by the Editing Committee was 
an extremely able one and a proof of this statement consisted in the fact that 
the new draft before the Council was based entirely upon the old covering 
letter, to which it owed everything. None the less, he preferred the new 
version to the old. What was desired was a document drafted in such a form, 
that it should be read widely in Allied, and in enemy, countries. This docu- 
ment should, moreover, express in the clearest and most forcible terms, the 
main contention of the Allied and Associated Governments, which was that 
the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had largely caused the war and that the 
Austrian Republic was the direct successor of the old Kingdom. He 
thought that this main argument was expressed with greater force in the 
new document. If, however, the Council desired to adhere to the former 
draft covering letter drawn up by the Editing Committee, he would 
point out that it had not been the work of a single mind; that, in 
consequence, it contained a certain number of repetitions; and that it 
insisted on details, wliich, though important to the Allied Governments, 
and possibly to Austria, would not excite the interest of the ordinary 
public. 

He thought that in the new document, Italy’s case had been better stated. 
Attention was drawn to the selfish and unscrupulous manner in which the 
old Austro-Hungarian Monarchy had always tried to arrange her frontiers 
with Italy in such a way that she would have that country at her mercy. He 
did not think that too much emphasis could be given to this. In favouring 
the acceptance of the new document before the Council, he based his 
preference on the conviction that it would be more accessible to the mind of 
the ordinary public throughout the world. 

Mr. Polk said that there was no great choice between either draft. On 
the whole, however, he was ready to agree with Mr. Balfour to accept the 
one prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr, but drew attention to the fact that a few 
changes would be necessary in it. 

M. Tittoni said that the new document before the Council had been very- 
well drawn up, and that it possessed the qualities ascribed to it by Mr, Balfour. 
He therefore accepted it. 

- M. Matsui said that he accepted the English draft. 

M, G.\mbo-n drew attention to the fact that in the old draft letter drawn 
up by the Editing Committee, the question of a possible union between 



Germany and Austria was dealt with. It was not mentioned in the new 
document, . 

M. Clemengeau said that the question of the future relations between 
Germany and Austria would be discussed. 

M. Gambon drew attention to the American proposal contained in 
Appendix F of h. d. 38.3 This proposal pointed out that the original cover- 
ing letter was not in agreement with the preamble of the Peace Treaty on 
the subject of the present status of Austria. 

Mr. Polk, in further explanation, stated that in the preamble of the Peace 
Treaty the words "Austria is recognised as a new and independent State under 
the name of the Republic of Austria' appeared. In the original covering letter, 
Austria had been treated as thei-acrmor of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. He 
suggested that the matter could be settled by deleting from the preamble of the 
Treaty the phrase above quoted. In addition to this, the word "Austria* on page 
8 of the preamble, should be replaced by the expression ‘Republic of Austria’. 

Mr. Balfour remarked that the words "Austria is recognised as a new 
and independent State’ had been inserted by President Wilson who would 
not, he thought, raise any objection to their suppression. 

Mr. Polk said that the manner in which Austria was referred to in the 
preamble had an important bearing upon the future obligations of the new 
Republic. The phrase in question affected the Peace Treaty; the covering 
letter was not concerned with it. 

M. Tittoni remarked that in the new document before the Council, the 
"tyranny’ of the old Austro-PIungarian Monarchy was emphasised in one 
place and the "centralization’ of that Government in another. He thought 
that the last expression weakened the first. 

Mr. Balfour said that the centralization of the former Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy had been drawn attention to, in order to show the Austrian people 
how much the dominant position of Vienna, in former days, stood to their 
prejudice at present. 

Mr. Polk said that on page 7 of the English Draft,'*^ the words ‘Committees 
who reported on the question’ should be replaced by the word "Conference’. 
He also said that the resolution passed on the previous day, with regard to 
Radkersburg, made it necessary to amend the statement on the subject of the 
Austro-Hungarian frontiers. 

M. Tardieu said that a small sub-Gommittee of the Reparations Com- 
mission had been of the opinion that a special clause (see Appendix B^) 
should be inserted in the draft letter. 

In the second seriteriGe of paragraph 4 of the draft. 

s Not printed. This appendix contained a draft in French of seven paragraphs adopted 
for insertion in the covering letter to the Austrian delegation by the following members of 
the Reparations Commission: Mr. J. F. Dulles (United States), Col. Peel (Great Britain), 
M. Louciieur (France), Signor d’Amelio (Italy), These paragraphs, which related to the 
execution of article 179 of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye as regards the functioning 
of the special Section for Austria of the Reparations Commission, were appended to the 
covering letter as a postscript, (For an English translation see N. Almond and R. PL Lutz, 
op. cit., pp. 230-1.) 
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Mr. Balfour said that he thought such a clause ought to be put in a 
separate document. 

(After some discussion, it was agreed the proposed special clause should he 

added to the covering letter, in some way, possibly as a foot-note. 

It was decided; — 

(1) That the covering letter prepared by Mr. Philip Kerr, and submitted 

to the Council, should be accepted as a whole, but that the follow- 
ing modifications should be introduced: — 

(a) Page 7 (English Text) Paragraph 4, Lines 8 and 9,4 the words 

‘ Committees who reported on the question should be replaced 
by the word ‘ Conference 

(b) That the statements in Paragraph 4, Page 7 (English Text) on 

the subject of the Austrian frontiers, should be amended in 
conformity with the resolution taken on the previous day 
with regard to Radkersburg and Marburg.^ (See H. d. 42,’ 
Minute 1 .) 

(c) That the draft resolution passed by the Sub-Committee of the 

Reparations Commission (see Appendix B)5 should be added 
to the covering letter in the form of a foot-note, or in some 
other suitable manner. 

(2) It was also decided that the following changes should be made in the 

preamble of the Peace Treaty with Austria : — 

(a) On Page 8, Line 11 from the bottom, the word ‘Austria’ should 

he replaced by the words ‘Republic of Austria’. 

(b) On Page 8, Lines 5 and 6 from the bottom the words ‘Austria 

is recognised as a new and independent State under the name 
of the Republic of Austria’, should he deleted.®) 

2. The Council took note of the reply of the Drafting Committee to the 
Article in the German B^estion put before it by the Council on the 27th August. 
Constitution violating (See H. D. 39,^0 Minute 4, and see Appendix G.) 
the stipulations of the M. Clemenceau said that he could not agree with the 

Peace Treaty with reply of the Drafting Committee. In his opinion, Article 61 
Germany. German Constitution not only violated the 

I^fimice^H. D. 46^^ Treaty of Versailles, but called for the collaboration of the 
Austrian Republic in that very violation. The situation 
caused was a serious one, and must be faced. In his opinion, the attention of 
the German Government should be called to this act of violation and should 
be forced to give a reply. He thought that the Drafting Committee’s 
argument was an extremely clever one; but the assent of the German Govern- 
ment to that argument must be obtained. International lawyers were 
notorious for their differences of opinion. One lawyer would assert that an 
object was red, another that it was blue, whilst a third would be equally 
certain that it had no colour at all. These differences of opinion, though 

® This was effected by adding a sentence concerning Radkersburg to the end of the first 
sub-paragraph, of paragraph 4. ? No. 46. 

^ This resolution is printed with minor variation by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit.. 
p. 224, 9 In error for H. D. 42 (No. 46). No. 43. 
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entertaining, were not a suitable basis for measures affecting the peace of 
Europe. 

Mr, Balfour said that there were two questions before the Council. 
Firstly, the insertion of a clause in the Peace Treaty with Austria, with a view 
to counteracting the provisions of Article 6i of the new German Constitu- 
tion; and, secondly, the action which should be taken with regard to Germany 
ill view of her violation of the Peace Treaty of Versailles. He would like to 
know the opinion of the lawyers of the Drafting Committee upon the legal 
side of the question. 

Dr. Scott said that, in his opinion, the insertion of Article 6i in the 
German Constitution showed that the German Government had wilfully, 
deliberately, and without cause, broken the pact into which she had entered 
at Versailles, 

M. Glemengeau said that it might be sufficient to make the Austrian 
Government undertake not to be a party to the German Government’s 
manaiuvre. 

(It was agreed that a special clause should be inserted in the Peace Treaty 
with Austria.) 

Mr, Balfour said that he agreed with M. Clemenceau, but that he would 
like to hear a concise statement of the problem in international law raised by 
Article 6i. He believed that the Drafting Committee had not been unani- 
mous in its opinion on the subject. 

M. Fromageot Sciid that he thought that the new German Constitution 
violated the Peace Treaty, and added, that the advice to the Council, in the 
form submitted, had been unanimously accepted by the Drafting Committee. 

M. Clemenceau said that he had news, in the form of a letter which he 
had not yet circulated to the Council, that the attitude of the German 
Government was quite unsatisfactory. They were opposing Allied action in 
Silesia and his latest information was to the ejEfect that one army corps would 
now be necessary for that country. All this only constituted an extra proof 
of the bad faith of the German people, and its Government. 

Mr. Hurst said that there had been a difference of opinion in the Draft- 
ing Committee as to the extent to which the Peace Treaty of Versailles had 
been violated, although all were agreed that it had been violated in a certain 
degree. The point at issue was as follows. Article 8o of the Peace Treaty 
with Germany contained two references to the independence of Austria. In 
the first, Germany was called upon ‘to respect strictly the independence of 
Austria’. In the second, she agreed that ‘this independence shall be inalien- 
able’. Undoubtedly Article 6i of the German Constitution violated the 
letter of the Peace of Versailles, but it was in the form of an invitation to 
Austria to join Germany. A country’s independence was recognised by 
abstaining from all acts of coercion against it; and an invitation, which was 
the very reverse of a coercive measure, could hardly be said to threaten the 
independence of a sovereign State. 

M. Tardieu said that Mr. Hurst’s argument was to the effect that Article 6 1 
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of the German Constitution exerted no pressure against Austria. The Peace 
Treaty of Versailles, however, stipulated that nothing should be done to inter- 
fere with Austrian independence. As an act prejudicial to that independence 
had been taken, the question of whether there had, or had not, been direct 
pressure, could be laid to one side. 

M. Glemenceau said that he thought a letter should be sent on the subject 
to the German Government, which should be called upon to reply, 

M. Tardieu said that the action of the German Government had been 
taken by the Legislative Authorities. In previous eases (Slesvig, etc.) the 
Executive Authorities had been concerned. In either case, the Council 
could act. 

M. Glemenceau said that the Council was called upon to take a political 
and not a legal decision; and suggested that Mr. Balfour, who was a moderate 
man, should draft the communication to be sent to the German Government. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not think that moderation was the exact 
quality required, and he thought that M. Berthelot, who was noi a moderate 
man, ought to draft the letter. 

M. Tittoni remarked that the cases of Austria and of Germany was [jfr] 
not quite analogous. Germany must be called upon to perform her Treaty 
engagements. He did not know whether Austria could be called upon to 
settle, finally, her future condition, at the dictation of the Council. 

M. PiGHON said that in the draft Article for insertion in the Peace Treaty 
with Austria (see Appendix G), the manner in which the future independence 
of Austria was to be assured by the League of Nations was clearly provided for. 

(It was agreed : — - 

(1) that the draft Article regarding the independence of Austria (see 

Appendix C) should be accepted and inserted in the Austrian Peace 
Treaty : 

(2) that M. Berthelot should draft a letter for transmission to the German 

Government on the subject of Article 61 of the new German 
Constitution and should submit his draft to the Council at its next 
meeting.) 

3- 

Dra/I Articles fo, the [Not printed] ■■ 

Treaty with Austria for 
the settlement of differ-" 
ences between States 
called upon by the Treaty 
to conclude special Con- ' 
ventions 

The Supreme Council took note of a report of the Drafting Committee (appendix D 
in original), dated August 26, 1919, in answer to the questioirs put to it by the Council on 
August 22: see No. 40, minute 3 {4 bis). The Committee reported that article 13 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations applied to disputes between states members of the League 
and was consequently inapplicable to a dispute with Austria so long as she was not a member. 
The Committee accordingly proposed, and the Council accepted, a draft for an article' 
which was inserted in the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye as article 380. 
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4- The Council took note of a document drawing attention to the divergences 
between the French and English texts of the Covenant of the 
7 mc 7 TfJ/ League of Nations. (See Annex [Appendix] E.) 

Mr. Balfour proposed the following draft resolution : — 
‘The present Treaty in French, in English and in Italian shall be ratified. 
In case of divergence, the French text shall prevail, except in Parts I and 
XIII, where the French and English texts shall be of equal force.’ 

He said that in bringing forward this resolution, he desired to make it quite 
clear, that he did not wish it to be thought that he was provoking a competi- 
tion for priority between the French and English languages. 

(After some discussion, it was agreed: — 

1 . That in the case of divergence between the French, English and ItaBan 

texts of the Peace Treaty with Austria, the French text should 
prevail, except in parts I and XIII, where the French and English 
texts should be of equal force. 

2 . That the Drafting Committee should insert an Article in the Peace 

Treaty with Austria in conformity with the aforesaid resolution.)*^, 

5. The Council took note of a communication from M. Pachitch, on behalf 
of the Yugo-Slav State, to the effect that the Yugo-Slav 
Proposed Treaty Government could not undertake to sign the Peace Treaty 
between the Principal Austria until the Special Treaty between themselves 

Allied and Associated , , aii*i ha • ^ t • 1 js r 

Powers and the Tugo- Allied and Associated Govts., provided for m 

Slav State Article 59 [51] of the Peace Treaty with Austria, had been 

communicated to them. 

(It was agreed that the consideration of this question should he adjourned 
to the Meeting of the Council on Monday, September 1 st, 1919 .) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Astoria, Paris, 

August go, igig. 

Appendix G to No. 47 
Article 61 de la Constitution Allemande 

En reponse a la decision du 27 aout courant, le Gomite de Redaction est 
d’accord pour adresser au Gonseil Supreme Fopinion suivante : 

1°) L’article 61 de la Constitution allemande du ii aout 1919 n’est pas con- 
forme a Fesprit de Farticie 80 du Traits allemand. 

2°) Fenvoi de la note ci-apres et Finsertion de la stipulation suivante dans le 
Traite autrichien seraient de nature a eviter des contestations ulterieures : 

{a) Mote d rAllemagne: 

Les Puissances Alliees et Associees ayant pris connaissance de la Constitution 
allemande du ii aout 1919, font connaitre au Gouvernement allemand qu’elles 
considerent que la disposition de Farticie 61 alinea 2 de ladite Constitution ne 
satisfait pas a Fesprit de Farticie 80 du Traite de Paix signd a Versailles le 28 juin 
*2 'j’his resolution is printed with minor variation by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, 
op. cit.,p. 224. 
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I gig et que, coiiformement a Particle 178 de cette Constitution, la disposition 
ci-dessus visee ne saurait avoir aucun elfet en dehors des conditions stipulees a 
Particle 80 dudit Traite de Paix. 

{b) Projet d’’ article d inserer dans le Traite autrichien. 

L’independance de PAutriche est inalienable si ce n’est du consentement du 
Gonseil de la Societe des Nations. En consequence PAutriche s’engage a abstenir, 
sauf le consentement dudit Gonseil, de tout acte de nature a compromettre son 
independance directement ou indirectement et par quelque voie que ce soit, notam- 
ment et jusqu’a son admission comme Membre de la Societe des Nations, par voie 
de participation aux affaires d’une autre Puissance. 

Pour le Comite de Redaction 

2Q aoid igig. Henri Fromageot 

Appendix E to No. 47 
Divergences in the Covenant 

[The] Report of the Committee shows that the French text is in many places 
capable of bearing a different interpretation to the English, though the English 
was the text originally agreed to. 

Article i. French text might mean that a signatory power who fails to ratify the 
Treaty might join the League by adhering. The English text makes it plain that 
it is only non-signatories who can adhere. 

Again as to withdrawal. Withdrawal is only permissible if two years notice is 
given and all obligations have been fulfilled ‘a ce moment’. Under the French text 
these words are ambiguous, but the English makes it clear that it applies to the 
moment of withdrawal. 

Article 10 — in many ways the most important of the Covenant. The English text 
makes it clear that the guarantee is only against external aggression, whereas the 
French is vaguer and might imply a guarantee against aggression including internal. 

The English text is necessary therefore to give precision to the meaning. 

The Gei’man Treaty has now been signed and cannot be altered. In that Treaty 
the French and English texts are of equal value; consequently the divergences 
cannot be got rid of. 

If the Austrian Treaty is signed with a provision that the French text shall pre- 
vail, additional complications to those given above will ensue, 

e.g, China, having refused to sign the German Treaty, will come into the 
League through the Austrian Treaty: her rights and her obligations under the 
League and those of other Powers towards her would be that of the French text 
alone. The somewhat serious divergence in Article 10 under which the Powers 
undertake to preserve the Members from all aggression, including internal, in 
the French text, and from external aggression in the English text is of particular 
importance in the case of China. 

It would be equally impossible in the Austrian Treaty to make the English text 
alone the predominant text, because that again would change the status quo 
created by the German Treaty. 

The position of neutral States which are to adhere must be borne in mind. There 
is but one League and one Covenant, and it would be intolerable if a State might 
claim to have adhered under the Austrian Treaty and therefore be bound by 
slightly different rules. 
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The only course is to perpetuate the conditions of the German Treaty and to 
make the French and English text of the Covenant of equal value in all treaties in 
which the Covenant is reproduced. 

The Labour Convention is also reproduced textually from the German Treaty 
and will appear in all the Treaties of Peace. Whatever rule is adopted as to the 
Covenant should apply to the Labour Convention. 

To give effect to the suggestion the Drafting Committee should be directed to 
word the Final Clause as follows ; — 

The present Treaty in Fi’ench, in English and in Italian shall be ratified. In 
case of divei'gence the French text shall prevail, except in Parts I and XIII where 
the French and English texts shall be of equal force. 

No, 48 

H. D. 44.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, Pichon’s Room at the Quai dHrsay, Paris ^ on Adonday^ 

September i, igig^ at ii.o a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. 

Berthelot, M. de Saint-Qiientin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: US. A.: Mr. C. Russell. British Empire: Capt. E. 

Abraham. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Lt.-Colonel Jones. 
Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

The following were also present for the Items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : Professor Coolidge, Mr. A. Dulles. 

British Empire: Mr. Headlam-Moriey, Mr. A. Deeper, Hon. H. Nicolson, 
Mr. Carr, Colonel Horlick. 

France: M. Tai'dieu, M. J. Cambon, General Le Rond, M. Aubert, 
M. Alphand, M. Kammerer, M. Laroche, Colonel Jourin, M. de 
Montille. 

Italy: Stranieri, M. Galli, M. Brambiila, Colonel Gastoldi, Capt, 

Rossi. 

I. The Council had before it the text contained in Appendix A.^ 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the Treaty before the 
Tuaty with Serb- Qouncil was similar to that with Roiimania already approved 
foTthe pwketim^ Council. 2 There were three such Treaties, one with 

minorities Roumania, one with Jugo-Slavia and one with Greece, all 

on the same lines. The Treaty with Greece would be ready 

^ Not printed. The text of this draft, headed ‘4® epreuve — 22 aout 1919’, was in the 
main the same as that of the treaty as signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September 10, igig 
(Treaty Series, 1919, No. 17. Cmd. 461), with the exception of the preamble and draft 
articles 12 (see minute i and note 4 belowb and 13. This draft is printed by D. H. Miller, 
op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 409-21. * See No. 29, minute 8. 
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in a few days. The Committees had had the advantage of consultation with 
M. Venizeios in regard to the last of these Treaties. The suggestions he had 
made had been very helpful. His attitude had been very different from that 
adopted by the other States. As to the Treaty with the Serb-Groat-Slovene 
State, the Delegation of that State had protested both against the principles 
of the Treaty as a whole, and also against its application to old Serbia. The 
first of these objections was no concern of the Committee. As to the second, 
the Committee was of opinion that the questions involved were questions of 
principle which should govern the whole policy of the State. The Committee 
thought that it was not practically possible to distinguish between one part 
of the territory of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State and another. Serbia in 1912 
had had a population of three millions, but after the Balkan war, this popula- 
tion increased to five millions, and at the present time it amounted to twelve 
millions. The State, moreover, had changed its name and a Constituent 
Assembly was to be gathered in order to draw up the Constitution for the 
whole territory. The Committee, therefore, thought it was fair to consider the 
whole as a new State. It did not think that the stipulations in the Draft Treaty 
represented any real derogation from the authority of the sovereign State. 

M. Glemenceau asked whether the supervision of the Minority Glauses 
was to vest in the Allied and Associated Powers, or in the League of Nations. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the State conferred these rights on the 
Allied and Associated Powers pending the creation of a League of Nations, 
and thereafter stipulated that they should be transferred to the latter. 

M. Glemenceau said that this provision satisfied him, 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that there was agreement in the Committee 
on all points save one. Before proceeding to describe this point, he wished 
to draw attention to the very first sentence of the preamble. The date 1913 
had been deliberately chosen in order to show that the Treaty had under 
consideration, not only the acquisition of territory, made subsequent to the 
Great War, but also those which resulted from the Balkan War. This was 
the more necessary as the territory acquired in the Balkan War contained 
most of the population for whom special minority legislation was necessary, 
for instance, Macedonia. All were agreed that a strong and a just Govern- 
ment was necessary in Serbia. It was even more necessary that the Govern- 
ment should be strong than that it should be just. Macedonia was now to be 
delivered to Serbia in perpetuity. The question arose whether any restriction, 
not contained in the general clauses, for the protection of Minorities, should 
be imposed on the Serbian Government in this area. The French Delegatlo]i 
was of opinion that nothing should be done in this sense. The argument was 
that freedom of religion and language were to prevail in Macedonia and that 
the population would have appeal to the League of Nations. The French 
Delegation thought this sufficient. The Italian Delegation on tlie other hand 
proposed a far reaching scheme amounting to a special form of autonomous 
Government for Macedonia. He would not explain this scheme as the 
British Delegation had not supported it. He would prefer that it should be 
3 Comimttee on New States. 
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explained by a member of the Italian Delegation. The American, British 
• and Japanese Delegations proposed what was included in the first version 
of Article i2‘^ (see Appendix A^). The suggestion was that the League of 
Nations should have their representative living in the country, who should 
report to the League and give adwce to the Serbian Government. It was 
thought the presence of such a representative would be beneficial to the 
population as well as to the Serbian Government and might help to avoid 
outbreaks of violence. It was proposed that this arrangement should last 
five years. He had taken the liberty of consulting the Secretaiy-Geiieral of 
the League of Nations unofficially. He, on his side, made no objection. 

M. Tittoni said that he would not insist on the Italian proposal (see 
second version of Article 12,“^ Appendix A). He was ready to adhere to the 
proposal of the majority. 


The draft; text of article 12 was as follows: 

^Article IS 


‘ (Proposed by the British, American and Japanese Delegations. Not accepted by the 
French Delegation.) 

‘ In view of the peculiar conditions which have arisen in the former Ottoman provinces 
of Serbia, as a result of the wars of the last six years, and in order to inspire confidence in 
the population concerned, the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government undertakes to invite the 
Council of the League of Nations at its discretion to nominate a Commissioner who shall 
reside in the district and who shall advise the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government in its execu- 
tion of the foregoing clauses. The functions of this Commissioner shall be advisory only, and 
he shall furnish periodical reports to the Council of the League of Nations. 

‘The Commissioner and his staff shall be accorded diplomatic privileges, and the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene Government undertake to give him all necessary assistance in the performance 
of his duties. His appointment shall in the first place be for five years, but will be renewable 
at the expiration of this period by a decision of a majority of the Council of the League, 
‘or 


"Article IS 

‘(Proposed by the Italian Delegation. Not accepted by the French Delegation.) 

‘I. The Kingdom of the Serbs-Groats-Slovenes agrees to grant to the districts of Mace- 
donia (within the boundaries fixed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers) autonomy 
in matters of language, instruction and religion as well as in questions of local administration. 

‘11. A Central Administrative Council whose seat shall be at Monastic and an Adminis- 
trative Council for each district shall have the power to regulate these matters, as well as 
all others over which, jurisdiction shall be granted to it by the laws of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene State. 

‘The number of elective members in the Administrative Councils shall be at least three 
times as large as that of the de jure members. 

‘The Religious Heads of each confession shall be de jure members of the Administrative 
Councils. The other members shall be elected in conformity with the , laws of the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene State. 

‘III. The Administrative sub-division of the Macedonian territory shall be made so as to 
group, as far as possible, the populations of the same nationality and religion. 

‘IV. The Kingdom of the Serb-Croat-Slovenes agrees that the officials of the districts of 
Macedonia shall be chosen among the inhabitants of these districts. 

‘V. The Governor of each district shall be appointed by the Serb-Croat-Slovene Govern- 
ment, taking into consideration, as to their choice and designation, the numerical importance 
of the population as regards nationality and religion. 

‘VI. An organic regulation shall be prepared, within three months after the signing of 
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M. Berthelot said that the view of the French Delegation was that the 
Article proposed by the American, British and Japanese Delegations consti- 
tuted an obvious mark of distrust of the Serbian Government. It had a 
further objectionable feature in that it left Macedonia open to Greek and. 
Bulgarian intrigue, instead of allowing it to merge into Serbia, as it more 
naturally should, since it became part of Serbian territory. He thought the 
proposal would make it very difficult for the Serbian Government to accept 
the Treaty, especially as no special reasons for this distrust could be alleged. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the proposal applied only to Macedonia. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that it was intended to apply not only to 
Macedonia, but also to areas in the neighbourhood of Albania, where a 
considerable part of the population was Albanian. 

M. .Berthelot said that these people, like other minorities, had certain 
guarantees, including appecil to the League of Nations. The view of the 
French .Delegation was that the Serbian Government had not deserved any 
special mark of suspicion. 

M. Tittoni observed that the measure was a temporary one, and that the 
Commissioner could be withdrawn after five years. 

M. Glemenceau said that he would prefer to tell the Serbian Government 
that the League of Nations would establish a Commissioner in the country 
if disturbances arose. The Minority Treaties were already ill-received by the 
Poles and the Roumanians. He thought it ver^'’ undesirable to incur the ill- 
will of the Jugo-Slavs as well. 

Mr. Balfour said that he also would like to avoid hurting the feelings of 
the Serbs. Apart from their feelings, however, he thought there were strong 
arguments in favour of the British- American-Japanese proposal. It was said 
that the people of Macedonia could appeal to the League of Nations if they 
were oppressed. Was it not better for the League of Nations to have an 
Officer on the spot who could report on the state of the country, rather than 
to receive Delegations from Macedonia in Geneva, Bi’ussels or wherever the 
seat of the League might be? In the latter alternative, the League of Nations 
would have a poor chance of estimating the comparative mendacity of the 
reports brought to them. The Council had had experience of the kind of 
evidence supplied from the Balkans. There was equally hard swearing on 
both sides, and it was hardly ever possible to disentangle rights and wrongs. 
The Commissioner on the spot, assuming he were an able man, would know 
what really happened and he could give the League better evidence than 
could ever be obtained from rival Delegations. He did, however, think it was 
a serious matter to give offence to small Nations who were perhaps unduly 
sensitive about their sovereign rights. He was therefore inclined somewhat 

the Peace Treaty, to determine the powers and the attributions of the Governors as well as 
the administrative, judicial and financial regime of the districts of Macedonia, taking as a 
starting point the preceding regulations on that matter. 

‘Provisions shall be included concerning the right of the General Council to propose 
modifications to this regulation, in the course of its first session. 

‘The final text, once decided upon, can be modified only on the initiative of the Scouptchina . ’ 
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favourably towards M. Glemenceau’s proposal; but it involved delivering 
Macedonia to the mercy of the Serbs until such time as the arrangement 
broke down. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the Committee had been influenced by 
the evidence of people with a knowledge of Balkan affairs. They had led the 
Committee to apprehend not legal injustices as in Poland, but outbreaks of 
illegal violence, such as massacres and petty persecutions. He ventured to 
suggest that if the outbreak of such forms of disorder were to be awaited, the 
object of the Conference would not be attained- He thought it could be 
fairly stated to the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegation that it was a matter of 
common knowledge that they would have trouble in governing certain areas, 
and it would be an advantage not only to the local populations, but also to 
their Government, to have a representative of the League of Nations on the 
spot. 

M. Glemenceau said that the adoption of the preventive system would 
cause the Conference to have great difficulties with the Serbs. On the merits, 
he thought Mr. Headlam-Morley was quite right, but the result of any 
stipulation such as he proposed would be to encourage a large section of the 
Macedonian population to have recourse to the Commissioner of the League 
of Nations in opposition to the Central Serbian Government. This would in 
the end probably come about, but he would prefer that it should come about 
as the result of the faults of the Serbian Government, rather than as the 
result of action by the Conference. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought an extraordinary commissioner might 
possibly cause annoyance. The desired result might be obtained by extend- 
ing the powers of Consuls in Macedonia. 

M. Glemenceau said that conflict would inevitably ensue with any such 
system. It might even amount to the re-introduction of the ‘capitulations’. 

Mr. PIeadlam-Morley said that the object of the Committee should be 
to do away with any reminiscences of the old control of the Powers. A very 
careful attempt had been made to avoid this difficulty. 

Mr. Polk said that he felt the same scruple as M. Glemenceau. He did 
not wish to hurt the national pride of the Serbs. On the other hand if nothing 
was done the Macedonians would suffer. 

M. Glemenceau said it was for this reason that he suggested the threat of 
imposing a Commissioner. He suggested that a formula be introduced in the 
Treaty to the effect that the League of Nations would send a Commissioner 
to Macedonia, should trouble arise in the area. The Serbs would under- 
stand that they must behave. 

Mr. Polk asked whether M. Glemenceau suggested the insertion of tliis 
in the Treaty of Peace itself. 

M. Tardieu said that he thought that if anything of the sort was said, it 
would be better to say it in a letter, but he did not think it desirable to say 
anything of the kind. Why should Macedonia be specially singled out? 

Mr. Polk asked whether the suggestion could not be made to the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene Delegation. Their opinion might then be obtained. 
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Mr, Headlam-Morley said that though the Delegation had not seen the 
draft Treaty, lie was quite certain they would refuse to sign it. He did, how- 
ever, think it urgent to submit the Treaty to them. They would certainly 
make comment on the Article as at present drafted. It was better to submit 
it to them in a strong form, in order to have a margin for concessions. 

Mr. Polk said he thought in the end it would be necessary to amend the 
Article in the sense suggested by M. Giemenceau. He agreed, however, that 
the Article in its present form might be shown to the Serbs. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the Committee wished genuinely 
to obtain the views of the Delegation. The Committee had not had the 
advantage of discussing the question with them in consequence of their 
uncompromising attitude. The conversations with M. Venizelos on the 
other hand had been very fruitful. 

Mr. Balfour asked what the Committee would do if the Serbs regarded 
the Article as such an insult to them that they refused to discuss it. 

M. Tittoni suggested that the Article be so wwded as not to impose a 
Commissioner, but to suggest the appointment of one if necessary. 

M. Tardieu said that whatever the situation in Macedonia might be, lie 
did not think it right to add a special provision to the clauses, which in them- 
selves were extremely unpopular. There were other areas in which dis- 
turbances might be expected. He did not look forward to the administra- 
tion of part of Serbia by the League of Nations. Such a provision could not 
in any case be made general. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Commissioner, he thought, would not have an 
agreeable post. He would have no executive authority and no protection. 
He could only offer advice wliich might be neglected with impunity. There 
seemed to be areas in which mutual massacres were the only method of 
reaching conclusions. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that this was what the Committee expected 
would take place, if no arrangements were made in anticipation. There 
would be at once considerable agitation fostered by the friends of the Bulgars, 
in America, Great Britain and perhaps in France. They would claim the 
attention of the League of Nations; and the trouble would be aggravated. 

M. Tardieu said that if information was all that was desired, consuls 
could make reports. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that this was the old system, which it was 
desirable to eschew. 

M, Tardieu said that the old system included international gendarmerie. 
The appointment of a Commissioner appeared to re-introduce that system, 
in contradiction of the principles of the Conference, and in particular of the 
League of Nations. 

Mr, Headlam-Morley said that he accepted M. Tardieu’s general 
criticism, but that he thought this special exception was justified. 

Mr. Balfour said that no doubt the Serbs, if they knew their own 
interests, would suggest the appointment of the Commissioner themselves, 
but it was clear they did not. 



M. PiGHON said that what chiefly shocked the world in the Austrian uih- 
matum to Serbia was the violation of Serbian sovereignty. If the Conference 
were to adopt the same coursCj Serbia would refuse to sign. M. Pachitch had 
already declared quite dearly that he would not. 

Mr. Balfour enquired whether the League of Nations had a right under 
the Covenant to send representatives to make an enquiry, should massacres 
take place. 

Mr. Headlam-Morley said that the League had this power according 
to the terms of the Minority Treaties; in this instance, according to Article 1 1, 
the League of Nations could act if an infraction of the Treaty occurred. 

M. Glemengeau after reading Article ii, expressed the opinion that these 
stipulations were sufficient to protect Macedonian and Albanian minorities 
in the Serbian State. 

Mr. Balfour agreed that it would be easier in practice to give effect to 
Article ii, rather than to Article 12. 

M. Tittoni suggested that the words ‘prendre telles mesures’ be substi- 
tuted for the words ‘proceder de telle fagon’ in the French text of Article 1 1 . 

(It was then decided to accept the Treaty as a whole, to expunge Article 12 
entirely, to amend Article 11 by the substitution of the words ‘prendre 
telles mesures’ for ‘proceder de teUe fa9on’,s and, after the necessary 
drafting amendments, to communicate the Treaty to the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene Delegation.) 

2. M. Tardieu explained the letter sent by M. Venizelos to the President of 
,, . ^ , the Council on the 24th August. (Appendix B.) He pointed 

garia in Thrace Since then a new element in the situation had been 

introduced by the telegram from President Wilson (Appen- 
dix G). This telegram set aside both the alternatives considered. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought that it was a very dangerous pro- 
posal to ask the Commissioner at Constantinople to take charge of an area 
containing 700,000 Greeks and 700,000 Turks, who would be in a continual 
state of warfare. He could not therefore accept the proposals made by 
President Wilson, but he was ready to listen to any new proposals that might 
be made, 

M. Tittoni suggested that the question be adjourned, as no decision could 
be reached that day. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the Bulgarians were awaiting the Treaty, 
wdiicli must be completed without further delay. 

M. Glemengeau said that if President Wilson adhered to his proposal it 
was not possible to reach a settlement. 

Mr. Balfour said that the future of Constantinople and Asia Minor need 
not be settled before the conclusion of the Treaty with Bulgaria, It was 
possible to say that Bulgaria should have nothing south or south-east of a 
given line. The fate of the territories outside that line might be reserved. 

M. Tittoni said that if tliis plan was followed, difficulties would arise in 
5 The English text (‘take such action’) remained unaltered. 
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Western Thrace. Eastern Thrace could be reserved without any difficulty, 
as it was occupied by Turkish troops. But the Bulgarians would be called 
upon to evacuate that part of Western Thrace they at present occupied. If 
so, they must be told to whom they were to deliver the country. 

M. Tardieu said that there was also a difficulty for Greece if the decision 
were adjourned until the fate of Constantinople had been settled. 

Mr. Balfour said that it was possible to distinguish between the questions 
at issue. The most pressing of the problems was to decide what was the 
boundary of Bulgaria. The other questions as to exactly how the parts of the 
Turkish Empire South of the Bulgarian boundary should be clisposed of, 
could be for the time being deferred. As to President Wilson’s telegram, he 
could not help feeling the President had not given sufficient consideration to 
the position of M. Venizelos. M. Venizelos was the only statesman in the 
Balkans who had sincerely tried to assist the Conference, and whose policy 
aimed at maintaining peace, in the Balkans, yet if the American policy in 
Eastern Europe were carried out, Greece, of all these States, would fare worst. 
Serbia would accj[uire three times as much territory as she previously possessed, 
Roumania, in spite of her constant defiance of the Conference, would double 
her population, Poland and Czecho-Slovakia were created by the Conference 
itself. Greece, if a large Greek population in Thrace were not added to her, 
would hardly increase at all, except in national debt which was as great as 
Bulgaria’s, even when the Bulgarian indemnity of ,(^90,000,000 was counted 
in. He thought that it was not altogether fair to treat M, Venizelos in this 
manner nor did he believe it to be in the interest of Peace, especially as all 
Greece asked for was the application of the Fourteen Points. The President’s 
message, however, must be seriously considered. He therefore suggested that 
a line be adopted for the purpose of the Treaty with Bulgaria and that the 
attribution of all territories south of it be reserved. 

M. Tardieu said that to the reasons adduced by Mr. Balfour might be 
added the fact that Greece since the Armistice, at the instance of the Con- 
ference, had mobilised three more divisions than she had under arms during 
the war. She had increased her army from 9 to 12 divisions. Greece was the 
only Power which had increased her Army since the Armistice. Out of 
7| million Greeks living in compact masses in Greece, Thrace and Asia 
Minor, 2,300,000 living at the very gates of their own country would be 
excluded from it by the President’s plan. He did not think this would 
conduce to peace. There was also another aspect to the question. The 
Council had seen fit to deny the Hapsburgs the recovery of the throne 
in Hungary. If Greece were to be treated as was now suggested, King 
Constantine would be back on the throne within six months. He agreed that 
Mr. Balfour’s solution would meet the practical necessity of framing a treaty 
for Bulgaria, but he thought the arguments raised against the President’s 
message should be put to him. 

Mr. Polk said he would gladly send the arguments to President Wilson. 
He heartily agreed with what Mr. Balfour had said concerning the attitude 
of M, Venizelos during the Conference. This attitude had always been most 
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loyal and generous. It was therefore most distasteful to the American Delega- 
tion to adopt any decision not immediately acceptable to M. Venizelos. He 
did not wish to enter into all the reasons which had determined President 
Wilson, He would only point out to M. Tardieu that, if all the Greeks out- 
side Greece were allowed to join Greece, it was rather the territory round 
Gonstantinopie than the territory round Adrianople which would become 
Greek. He felt sure that the danger of the restoration of Constantine was 
recognised by President Wilson. 

(It was decided that the Central Territorial Committee should determine 
a boundary line in accordance wth President Wilson’s message, as the 
Southern frontier of Bulgaria. The portion of Western Thrace to be ceded 
by Bulgaria would he ceded to the Allied and Associated Powers. This 
territory would be occupied by British, French, Italian and Greek troops, 
the last being kept in the portion of this territory by general agreement 
attributed to Greece. The Treaty should, further, stipulate for Bulgarian 
access to a port on the Aegean.) 

3. Mr. Balfour said that he had sent M. Giemenceau’s proposals (see 

. h.d. 42,*^ Minute 4), to the British Government, with a personal 
^Ammia^ opinion in their favour, and was waiting to hear further as to 
representatives being sent out to confer regarding details, but, as 
yet, he had received no answer. 

(It was agreed the question should he adjourned.) 

4, Mr. Balfour said that he understood the policy of the Conference to be 

that repatriation of the German prisoners in British and 
PHwnnslfWar American hands should be carried out without delay under 
the auspices of an Inter- Allied Commission. It was not 
intended that the Commission should delay repatriation, even for an hour. 
The Commission itself was mere camouflage. He was ready to discuss any 
report the Commission miglit make, provided repatriation went on in the 
meantime. He did not, however, think that it was necessary for the Commis- 
sion to make any report. All it had to do was to give a free hand to the 
British and American Authorities to carry out the repatriation. On Saturday^ 
he had heard that the engine drivers on the French trains said that they 
would take no German prisoner trains into Germany without a direct order 
from M. Glemenceau, 

M. Glemenceau said that no obstruction had been put by him on the 
process of repatriation. . 

M. Alphand explained the report made to the Council (Appendix 

^ No. 46, 7 August 30, 1919. 

® Not printed. The Interallied Commission on Prisoners of War reported that it had met 
in accordance with the decision of the Supreme council of August 27, 1919 (see No. 44, 
minute 6), and submitted to the Council the propositions that: (i) the sub-commissions 
envisaged by paragraph 2 of article 215 of the Treaty of Versailles be immediately consti- 
tuted so far as the United States and Great Britain were concerned : these sub-comrnissions 
to meet at Versailles in connection with prisoners in France, and French delegates to be 
attached to them in view of questions of transit through France; (ii) the Japanese Delegation 
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and the interpretation of its orders made by the Commission. He further 
pointed out that the Treaty stipulated that repatriation of prisoners should 
be carried out with the help of German rolling stock. 

M. Glemenceau pointed out that it had not been intended that the 
Commission should make any arrangements with the Germans. All it was 
to do was to facilitate in every way the repatriation of the prisoners held by 
the British and the Americans. 

M. Matsui asked whether there was any objection to a discussion within 
the Commission regarding repatriation of prisoners held by the Japanese. 

M. Glemenceau said that he saw no objection. 

M. Alphand asked whether German civilian prisoners held by the French 
Government should also be repatriated. 

M. Glemenceau replied in the negative. 

5. The Council had before it a draft note to the German Government regard- 
ing the violation of the Treaty constituted by Article 61 in 
Micle 6x of thyiew German Constitution. (Appendix E.) 

M, Glemenceau said that he saw several solutionsj none 
of which were entirely satisfactory. One was to tell the Germans that the 
Treaty would not be ratified unless they altered their Constitution. Another 
was to say that, as Article 178 of the German Constitution rendered Article 61 
inoperative, the German Government was asked to acknowledge the nullity 
of the latter. The third idea that struck him was that the Council should 
avail itself of the article in the Treaty providing for a prolongation of the 
occupation of the Rhine if guarantees against German aggression appeared 
insufficient. 

M. Tardieu pointed out that Article 428 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany stipulated for something to take place after the lapse of 15 years. 
The breach of the Treaty complained of had just occurred. It seemed a long 
time to wait before taking action. 

Mr. Balfour said he thought the notion of not ratifying the Treaty must 
be rejected. Pie thought, however, it would be quite legitimate to occupy 
more territory on the East of the Rhine should the Germans not amend their 
Constitution. 

M. Tardieu agreed with Mr. Balfour that action should be taken at once 
of such a kind as to discourage Germany from a repetition of the offence. 

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the German Government alone could do 
nothing. It could not alter the Constitution. It could interpret it but its 
interpretation could be called in question by another Government. Only 
the German Parliament could deal with the matter and the German Parlia- 
ment was not sitting. He suggested that the German Government be told 
that it had committed a breach of the Treaty which could not be accepted, 
and that this breach must be remedied within a certain time, failing which 

had asked that the Japanese sub-commission be immediately constituted; (ill) in the light 
of the advance applicatioix of article 214 of the Ti'eaty of Versailles, it would be appropriate 
to demand forthwith the application by Germany of articles 392 and 223. 



the Allied and Associated Powers would take such action as they might 
think fit. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that such action might be the occupation of 
Frankfurt, 

(It was decided that M. Berthelot should re-draft the message to the 
Germaii Govermaent regarding the breach of the Treaty constituted by 
Article 61 of the new German Constitution in the spirit of the discussion, 
and that the new draft should be considered at the following meeting.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Astoria Hotel, 

September i, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 48 

Delegation HellEniq,ue au GongrEs de la Paix. 

PARIS, le 24 aout igig. 

Monsieur le President, 

II y a line dizaine de jours, Monsieur Tardieu m’avait fait savoir, au sujet de 
la question de la Thrace, que deux solutions etaient en vue. 

Suivant la px'emiEre, la Grece obtiendrait dans la Thrace Occidentale les Kazas 
de Xanti et de Gioumouldjina, tandis que les territoires situes au Nord de ces 
Kazas seraient laisses a la Bulgarie et que Ton ferait un fitat international de la 
partie Est de la Thrace Occidentale. On accorderait en outre ^ la Grece, la 
Thrace Occidentale, avec, comme iimite au Nord et a FOuest des frontieres 
turco-bulgares de 1913, et au Sud une ligne allant du golfe de Xeros k un point 
au Sud de Midia sur la Mer Noire. 

•La seconde des solutions envisagees attribuait a la GrEce la Thrace Occidentale, 
sauf une partie au Nord-Ouest, ainsi que la partie y adjacente de la Thrace 
Orientale, envii’on les 2/5 de ceile-ci. La viile seule et le port de Dedeagatch et la 
voie feiTee qui y mene serai[en]t internationalises. 

Entre ces deux solutions je m’etais vu force de preferer la derniere, afin d’eviter 
le grand inconvenient d’une discontinuite du territoire grec. 

M. Tardieu m’avait alors recommande de voir M. Polk, qui avait dit qu’il 
telegraphierait volontiers mon avis au President Wilson et en attendrait la reponse. 

J’ai eu en effet, un entretien avec M. Polk vendredi passe, 15 aout, ct sur sa 
demande je lui ai adresse a cette meme date une iettre, dont copie ci-jointe,'® 
resumant ce que je venais de lui exposer verbalement. 

Malheureusement, a Fheure qu’il est, aucune reponse n’est encore parvenue du 
President Wilson, et de ce fait aucune decision n’a pu etre prise par le Gonseil 
Supreme, concernant la question de la Thrace. 

Gela etant, je me permets de porter A votre connaissance que desheux de hater 
le reglement de cette question, je serais dispose, a la rigueur, a acceptei- merne la 
premiere des solutions proposees. 

Toutefois, pour attenuer les inconvenients que comporterait cette solution, il 
est necessaire : 

i“) qii’un droit de passage commercial et militaire vers la Thrace Orientale en 
® Not attached to original of this appendix. 
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temps de guerre, comme en temps de paix soit accorde a la Grece, non seulement 
a travel’s le territoire de I’^tat international, mais aussi par le port de Rodosto. 

2°) que les Grecs et le[s] Musulmans habitants des territoires devant faire 
partie du nouvei Etat international, qui ont ete forces de s’expatrier lots et pendant 
i’occupation bulgare, soient rapatries sous le controle et la protection d’une Com™ 
mission Internationale et reintegres dans leurs biens confisques par le Gouverne- 
ment bulgare. 

Qu’il me soit enfin permis d’ajouter que si cet fitat international venait a etre 
constitue, rien ne saurait justifier que la population purement turque de 100,000 
ames habitant les territoires au Nord de la Thrace Occidentale, adjugee a la 
Grece, ne fut egalement incorporee dans i’Etat international. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

E. K. Venizelos. 


Appendix G to No. 48 

We are unable to justify in our own minds the acceptance of the suggested 
compromise. 

The rejection of the proposals, it should be stated, is not on account of any lack 
of warm friendship for Greece or because of sympathy with Bulgaria. The loyal 
and worthy service rendered by the Greeks is by no means overlooked by us. We 
have furthermore given sympathetic consideration to their natural wish to include 
all territories inhabited by those of Greek blood within the boundaries of Greece. 
We cannot, however, allow our judgment regarding a settlement upon which 
depends the stability of future peace to be affected by sentiments of friendship 
and regard. If the United States is to be a signatory of the Bulgarian and Turkish 
treaties as well as one of the guarantors of the territorial settlements set forth 
therein, those settlements must not be based exclusively upon the principle of the 
national aspirations of a brave people or of x’eward. Primarily, they must be based 
upon the purpose of removing the causes of future wars and upon the permanence 
of the settlements, because of their reasonable and equitable nature. In our 
opinion these conditions are not met by the compi'omises suggested. The separa- 
tion of the Greek territories and the separation of the territories of the international 
state would make neither for stability nor for continued peace. 

Moved by a strong desire to meet the wishes of the Greek nation as far as is 
compatible with his conception of a settlement which is to be permanent in nature, 
the President would agree to the cession to Greece of the west portion of western 
Thrace, while the east portion of western Thrace as well as all of eastern Thrace 
should be included in the international state. According to this arrangement the 
division of the territory would be as follows; — in Western Thrace the eastern 
boundary of Greece would be a line running due north fi'orn the Aegean Sea 
througl'i Maronia to a point just south of Chelepi. From that point the line would 
run in a westerly direction until it touched the 1913 Greek-Bulgar boundary. 
The territory of the international state in west Thrace would lie east of the Greek 
territory. It would be bounded on the north by a line commencing at the northeast 
corner of the Greek territory and running in an easterly direction through Kara- 
kalissa to the Maritza River and thence northward and following the Turkish- 
Bulgar boundary up to the Black Sea. A land right of way to the Aegean Sea 
across the territoiy of Western Thrace included within the international state as 
well as the free use of the port of Dedeagatch should be granted to Bulgaria. 
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The foregoing settlement, in the President’s opinion, appears to have elements 
of permanency which the others lack. The Greek aspiration to secure sovereignty 
over the greater part of Eastern Thrace is of course denied. In view, however, of 
the mixture of races in that region hostility and bitterness would be excited by the 
grant of sovereignty to one of the races. The populations would be free from 
national intrigues and quarrels if incorporated in the international state. 

It may be pointed out that the maintenance of the government of Constantinople 
will be a constant and very considerable expense to the power or group of powers 
which is charged with the government unless a considerable territory is attached 
to it. 


Appendix E to No. 48 

Les puissances alliees et associees ont pris connaissance de la Constitution alle- 
mande du ii aout 1919 et signalent au Gouverneinent allemand que les disposi- 
tions du second alinea de I’article 61 sont en contradiction absolue avec Particle 
80 du Traite de Paix signe a Versailles le 28 juin 1919. 

L’article 80, par lequel PAllemagne s’est engage a ‘reconnaitre et respecter 
strictement Pindependance de PAutriche’ et a reconnu ‘que cette independance 
sera inalienablcj si ce n’est du consentement du Conseil de la Societe des Nations’ 
s’inspire d’un double sentiment: d’une part, Pimpossibilite que le premier resultat 
de la Paix fut un accroissement de la population et de la force allemandes par 
Punion de PAllemagne et de PAutriche dont le concert a provoque la guerre; 
d’autre part, le respect du droit des peuples de disposer d’eux-memes confie k la 
Ligue des Nations, a qui il appartiendra d’en controler Pexpression et d’apprecier 
les preuves et garanties donnees par PAllemagne d’une mentalite nouvelie. 

Les puissances alliees et associees estiment que le second alinea de PArticle 61 
de la Constitution allemande viole non seulement Pesprit mais le texte de PArticle 
80 du traite de Paix. 

Cette violation est double: en premier lieu Particle 61, en stipulant Padmission 
de PAutriche au Reichsrat, assimile PAutriche aux terres allemandes {Deutsche 
Lander) c[ui composent PEmpire Allemand, assimilation incompatible avec le 
respect de Pindependance de PAutriche. 

En second lieu, en admettant et en reglementant la participation de PAutriche 
au Conseil d’Empire, Particle 61 cree un lien politique et une action politique 
commune a PAllemagne et a PAutriche en opposition absolue avec Pindependance 
de celle-ci. 

Les puissances alliees et associees ne sont nullement disposees a entamer une 
controverse juridique a cet egard: a la seance du 28 juin 1919, avant qu’il soit 
precede a la signature du Traite de Paix avec PAllemagne, le President de la 
Conference a expressement rappele et declare aux Plenipotentiaires aliemaods 
que le Traite etait un traite de bonne foi, a interpreter et executer comme tel. Au 
point de vue politique comme au point de vue du bon sens Particle 61 de la Con- 
stitution est une violation de PArticle 80 du Traite. L’article 1 78 de la Constitution 
allemande qui declare que ‘les dispositions du Traite de Versailles ne sauraient etre 
affectees par la Constitution’ en consacre lui-meme la nullite. 

Le Conseil Supreme avertit en consequence le Gouvernement allemand qu’il 
considere le maintien des dispositions visees par le second alinea de Particle 6i 
comme une violation de nature a empecher la ratification du Traite de Paix, et 
i’invite a en provoquer la suppression, en Pavisant des maintenant des dispositions 
prises a cet effet. 
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No, 49 


H. D« 45,] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, Pichoids Room at the Quai d'Orsqy, Paris ^ on Tuesday^ 
September 2, igig^ at ii.o a.m. 


Present: U.S.A.'. Hon. F. L. PoUc; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire’. Rt. Flon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr, H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France'. M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, 
M. Bertlielot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai, 

Joint-Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Com- 
mander Bell. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Captain Rossi. 
Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A.: Mr. Woolsey, Professor Coolidge, Dr. Johnston, Dr. Scott, 
Mr. Nielsen. 

British Empire: Mr. C. J. B, Hurst, Mr. A. Leeper, Hon. H. Nicolson. 
France: M. Tardieu, M, Fromageot, General Le Rond, M. Aubert, 
M. de Montilie. 

Italy: Colonel Castoldi, M. Ricci Busatti. 


the violation of the 
Peace Treaty of Ver- 
sailles. {Reference 
H.D. 44I Minutes) 


1 . The Council took note of the new draft letter to the German Government 
Article 61 of the Ger- subject of the violation of the Peace Treaty, by 

man constitution and virtue of Article 6 1 of the German constitution (see 
Appendix A). 

Mr. Balfour said that he noticed that the Germans 
were only given fifteen days in which to reply. It might 
be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for them to answer 
within such a period. Their Parliament was not now in session, and he 
thought it doubtful whether their parliamentary procedure, of which he 
knew nothing, would permit them to accede to the wishes of the Council 
within the period stated. 

M. Clemengeau said that he had foreseen the difficulty, but thought it 
was rather an advantage than otherwise, to give the Germans a^.sliort period 
within which to reply. They would be sure to object, and to say that it was 
impossible, but the brief period imposed upon them in the letter would make 
it necessary for them to deal with the subject-matter of the letter without 
delay. 

(It was agreed that the draft letter, for communication to the German. 
Government, calling their attention to the violation of the Peace Treaty 
of Versailles, by virtue of Article 61 of the new German constitution, 
should be accepted.^) 

1 No. 48. 

^ This letter was printed in the British press on September 6, 1919, 
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2. Mr, Polk stated that lie had received a telegram sent from Colonel 

S'tuat’ ■' Hoover. It was stated therein that Colonel 

Goodyear had been informed, by a telephonic message from 
General Dupont, that this latter officer had received no orders 
from M. Clemenceau to proceed to Silesia. The telephonic communication 
had been made on 31st August. 

M. Clemenceau said that he had received a later telegram to the effect 
that General Dupont was ready to start. 

Mr. Polk said that he would so inform Mr. Hoover. 

3. M. Tardieu explained the frontier line which the Central Territorial 

Commission proposed for acceptance by the Council, 
Appendix B), with the assistance of a map. 

{a) Thracian Frontu, . PoLK remarked that the line drawn on the map 
differed from the frontier proposed by President Wilson. 
The United States were, none the le.ss, prepared to adopt the frontier line 
now proposed by the Central Territorial Commission. 

(It was decided that the frontier line presented to the Council by the 
Central Territorial Commission and adopted unanimously by them, should 
be accepted.) 

M. Tardieu explained the problem of the Bulgarian access to the Aegean, 
and said that the question had been dealt with by the Com- 
(b) Biilganan Ports, Waterways and Railways, when it had dis- 

7 he^AeglansL ° Article 24 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty. 3 The central 

point of the problem was whether Dedeagatch should belong 
to Greece, or whether it should be part of an International State. This was 
a question which, of course, only the Council could settle. If it should be 
decided that it were to belong to Greece, the Central Territorial Commission 
was of the opinion that a general clause ought to be inserted in the Peace 
Treaty with Bulgaria, guaranteeing to that country free access to the Aegean 
Sea by river and railway. The final allocation of I)edeagatch also raised the 
question of how the International Commission for that port ought to be 
constituted. The original proposal had been that the International Harbour 
Authority ought to be composed of a British, a Bulgarian and a Greek official. 
He considered that a French port officer should be added and, in addition, a 
representative of the United States, who would certainly act in a most im- 
partial manner in all questions that came before him. His reason for 
suggesting a French representative was that France had been one of the 
Powers signatory to the Peace Treaty assuring Greek independence. 

M. Tittoni said that whilst agreeing to M. Tardieu’s proposals, he did 
not quite understand why no Italian representative was suggested for the 
International Harbour Commission at Dedeagatch. 

M. Clemenceau said that he would take note of M. Tittoni’s suggestion. 

Mr. Polk said that it was important that a clause should be inserted in 
the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria guaranteeing free access to the Aegean Sea 
3 See No. 23, minute 2 and note i. 
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for that country; it was also important that Greece should have a free 
economic access to Eastern and Western Thrace. 

M. Tardieu said that Greek troops ought to occupy such territory as was 
definitely to be assigned to them by common consent. 
(c) Phbtmy occupa- wftli regard to the remaining portion, he had consulted 
tim of the areas in Marshal Foch’s Staff, and with that of General Alby,^ 

I hrace now under dis- i i i m- i • , 

ciii-sion been told by these military experts, that one mixed 

Brigade, "composed of six Battalions, and four Squadrons 
of Cavalry, would be necessary. There was, at the present moment at 
Dedeagatch, a force composed of two Battalions of French infantry and one 
Squadron of French cavalry: the French contribution could not be increased, 
except possibly by a small contingent of mountain artillery. The four 
Battalions and 3 squadrons of cavalry necessary to bring the force of occupa- 
tion up to the strength required could be supplied by the other Allied Powers, 
If necessary, small reinforcements could be supplied by the Greek Govern- 
ment. tie did not consider the situation to be disquieting, in view of the fact 
that troops were already in occupation, and others might be sent. 

Mr. Polk said that it would, in his opinion, be most unwise to send any 
Greek troops, for it would be absolutely impossible to get them out again, 
he thought it would be preferable to leave the Bulgarian forces in the area 
under discussion, since they would probably behave better, under the threat 
of the eventual occupation of the territory by Greek troops. He added that 
no United States troops would be available for any Inter- Allied occupation 
of Thrace, He was sure that no trouble would occur so long as Inter- Allied 
troops were used for the occupation of the country. 

M. Tittoni said that the Italians already had one battalion in Bulgaria, 
and that, if an Inter-Allied occupation of the areas now under discussion 
took place, the populations would remain in a state of tranquillity, even 
though the military occupation were effected by small forces, 

Mr, Balfour said that he thought Great Britain was in a position to make 
her contribution, but he did not like to make a definite statement without 
consulting his experts. He thought, however, that the British troops in 
Constantinople might be utilised. 

(It was agreed that M. Tardieu should examine — 

(a) The question of assuring free economic access to the Aegean Sea by 
river and railway to Bulgaria, by means of general guaranteeing 
articles in the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria. 

(fe) The question of an Inter-Allied Military occupation of the territories 
in Thrace now held by Bulgarian troops. 

(c) That his report on these subjects should be presented to the Council 
at an early date.) 

4, M. Tardieu explained the proposed Roumanian frontier in the Dobrudja 
with the assistance of a map. 

Mr. Balfour said that the original idea of the Council had been 
that the southern portion of Dobrudja was properly speaking 
Chief of French Army Headquarters Staff. 
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Bulgarian but that as it was Roumanian territory, and as Roumania was an 
Allied and friendly Power, she could not be forced to cede any portion of her 
territory to an enemy State. At the present moment, however, Roumania 
had almost ceased to have that character. He had just received a telegram 
from Admiral TroulDiidge showing the grave situation in Hungary caused 
by the action of the Roumanian authorities. (See Appendix G.) 

Mr. Polk said that the American Delegation had received similar 
information from General Bandhoitz on the previous day. 

M. Tittoni said that the four Generals were the source of information 
from which the Council ought to draw. He did not know why reports were 
being received independently, whilst the Inter-Allied Committee of Generals 
was in session. 

M, Clemenceau said that eight days had elapsed since a telegram had 
been sent to the Roumanian Government by the Council, s and that no reply 
had been received. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought the Council ought to receive a collective 
opinion on the situation from the four Generals. It was most important that 
the Council should be kept informed of their views, and he did not understand 
why they did not communicate their joint opinions more frequently. He 
thought that they ought to be called upon to do so. 

Mr. Polk said that the Roumanians had now been defying t-he Conference 
for an entire three weeks, and had given no answer to the numerous com- 
munications sent to them. Every kind of Note had been sent to them. Some 
were couched in moderate terms, some in more forcible language, and others 
in a menacing style. Each style had failed to produce any result, and he 
thought that the time for sending Notes was now over. All information 
received combined to show that the Roumanians intended to make a 
separate Peace with Hungary. They w^ere making requisitions on their own 
behalf, and acting in a completely independent manner. It w^as incon- 
ceivable to him that Roumania should defy the Council, which had behind 
it the support of three Great European Powers, without receiving encourage- 
ment from some quarter or another. 

M. Berthelot said that he had recently received a visit from M. Antonescu, 
who, when asked why no reply had been given to the communications of the 
Council, had answered that they were couched in too violent terms. 

Mr. Balfour then read a telegram from General Gorton and remarked 
that -the last sentence contained in it did not seem to be connected with the 
first part (see Annex [Appendix] D) . 

At this point the Council took note of all the telegrams received by the 
French Foreign Office and signed by the Inter- Allied Military Mission, since 
August 26th, on the subject of the situation in Hungary. (See Appendix E.) 

M. Clemenceau said that it appeared to him to be clear that the Allied 
Generals were not carrying out their original instructions, which had been 
that they should keep in communication with the Roumanian authorities, 
and report to the Council on what they discovered. Instead of doing this 
s See No. 42, appendix G. 
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they were plunging themselves into political questions. He had come to the 
opinion that the Roumanian situation was now so grave that prompt measures 
were necessary in order to prevent it from developing further. 

Mr. Polk said that the Inter-Allied Generals at Budapest had originally 
attempted to carry out their instructions. They had got into communication 
with the Roumanian AuthoritieSj as directed, but had found that it was of 
no use receiving polite assurances from the Roumanians, and taking note of 
promises which these latter had no intention of fulfilling. The Military 
Mission had been at Budapest for three weeks, and, having found that it was 
impossible to carry out their instructions as originally drafted, had none the 
less attempted to make themselves useful to the Council, and had, in con- 
sequence, got involved in political questions. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought the moment had come to send an 
ultimatum to the Roumanians. He thought it should be communicated to 
them by some well-known public man, whose nationality was not a point of 
any importance. 

Mr. Balfour said that he had a plan which might be followed in con- 
junction with that of M. Glemenceau. It had for long been evident that the 
promises of the Roumanian authorities were of no use. The only success that 
the Council had obtained in its dealings with the Roumanians had occurred 
when the authorities of that country had been told that they must either 
accede to the wishes of the Council, or come into open conflict with the Allied 
troops. He gave as an example the action of Admiral Troubridge, who, 
when in charge of the monitors on the Danube, had resisted the Roumanian 
requisitions of barges, and the action of the Roumanian authorities in stop- 
ping the transit of food across the river. Admiral Troubridge’s attitude had 
been firm, and, as it was backed by force, the Roumanians had given way. 
At the present moment the Council was unable to get any reply to its com- 
munications to the Roumanian Government, but although this was the case, 
he was certain that no Roumanian statesman would take the responsibility 
of bringing the troops of his country into conflict with the Allied Armies. 
His proposal, therefore, was to occupy some place in Hungary with a small 
body of Allied troops. He was sure that the Roumanians would never 
fight them. It might possibly be easier to send a force of warships into the 
Black Sea. 

Mr. Polk said that the only vessels belonging to the United States of 
America in the Mediterranean area were stationed at Fiume and Smyrna. 

M. Tittoni said that, before taking the action proposed by M. Gienieiiceau, 
the Council ought to wait for a complete report from the Inter- Allied Mission 
of Generals at Budapest. 

M. Glemengeau, commenting upon Mr. Balfour’s last remark, said that 
the Roumanians had recently got hold of the Paris press. He did not attach 
great importance to this, but, at the same time, he did not wish to let the 
French people think that he had performed a quasi-belligerent act against 
the Roumanians, without having previously communicated an ultimatum 
to them. He thought that Allied war vessels might be sent into the Black Sea, 
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pending a reply from tlie Roumanian Government, but that they should not 
be called upon to act until an answer had been obtained. 

The three demands which he proposed to make to the Roumanians were : 

(1) that they should cease from making requisitions in Hungary, and 

should place ail the material that they had seized at the disposal of 
the Gouiicil: 

(2) that they should promise definitely that they would make no separate 

peace with Hungary: 

(3) that they should withdraw their troops from Hungary, 

M. Tittoni said that he thought that, before warships were sent to 
Roumania, a reply to M. Glemenceau’s ultimatum ought to be obtained. 
With regard to the three demands which M. Glemenceau proposed to make 
to the Roumanian authorities, he agreed that the Roumanian Armies should 
be ordered to cease their requisitions, and place the material seized at the 
disposal of the Allies; he agreed that they should be ordered to make no 
separate peace; but before he could consent to ordering the Roumanians 
to evacuate Hungary, he thought the Council ought to be sure that the 
Roumanian withdrawal would not open the door to a recrudescence of 
Bolshevism, and a revival of a new series of Bela Kuns. A police force 
sufficient to maintain order in that country should be raised. 

M. Glemenceau said that the occupation of Budapest by Roumania, and 
the continued defiance of the Council, was a situation quite as grave as any 
produced by a Bolshevik Government in Hungary. 

M. Tittoni said that it might possibly be best to make the Roumanians 
promise that they would retire on receiving orders from the Council. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought that a decision ought not to be taken 
finally until the following day. 

(At this point a general discussion as to the most suitable person to be 
entrusted with the ultimatum to Roumania, ensued. The names of 
Sir Eyre Crowe and Admiral Troubridge were mentioned in this 
connection.) 

M. Tittoni said that he could not for the moment promise Italian parti- 
cipation in any naval action that might ensue. With regard to the person 
who should be entrusted with the communication of the ultimatum, he 
thought that sending an Admiral to Bucharest would be like making a 
naval demonstration without ships. He preferred that a diplomat should 
convey the orders of the Conference. 

Mr. Polk said that, in his opinion, the despatch of an ultimatum to 
Roumania did not bind the United States to subsequent Naval action. 

(It was decided that the question should be adjourned to the following 
day.) 

5 - 

Proposed Addition to [Not printed] 

Article 363 of Peace 
Treaty with Austria 
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6. Mr. Woolsey said that the reply to the Austrian Government on the 
subject of the Economic Glauses in the Peace Treaty, 
Interpretations of the J referred to certain concessions made in a Note from 

Austfian Peace Tteaty Council, dated July 8, 1919, and addressed to the 

contained in the replies to . . \ . Y -r • ^ 1 • 

the Austrian Delegation Austrian Delegation.*^ In view of the mportance of the 
Note, and of the decision of the Council on August 28tli, 
to refer the reply now being made to the Austrian Government to the Drafting 
Committee, in order to ascertain whether changes in the Peace Treaty were 
necessary on account of interpretative passages in the proposed reply, ^ he 
made the following suggestion : — 

‘That the Note of July 8, 1919, as well as any other Notes to the Austrian 
Delegation, containing interpretative passages on the Treaty of Peace, 
should likewise be referred to the Drafting Committee, to ascertain whether 
changes in the Peace Treaty might be necessary, on account of such 
interpretative passages.’ 

He had another point w^hich he wished to bring before the notice of the 
Council. On August 28th, the Council had decided that a Clause should be 
inserted in the proposed covering letter to the replies to the Austrian Dele- 
gation on the subject of the Peace Treaty to the effect that the covering letter 
in question ought not to be taken as in any sense modifying the text of the 
Treaty."^ In view of the fact that the reply of July 8, 1919, to the Austrian 
Delegation might be regarded as interpretative of the text of the Treaty, he 
suggested : — 

‘That the clause in the covering letter should be made to cover all 
replies made to the Austrian Delegation, and not only the covering letter 
under consideration.’ 

(These two proposals were referred to the Drafting Committee, who 
entered the room to report on them.) 

M. Fromageot said that, in answer to the first point raised by Mr. Woolsey, 
he would draw the attention of the Conference to the fact that the first edition 
of the Peace Treaty had been presented to the Austrians on June 6th. A long 
series of communications had followed; and the second edition of the Peace 
Treaty had been presented on July 20th. It was with this second edition that 
all replies to the Austrian Delegation were concerned, and it was therefore 
not necessary to discover whether replies of an earlier date than July 20th 
contained interpretative passages of a superseded text of the Peace Treaty. 

(Mr. Woolsey’s first proposal was therefore rejected.) 

He thought that Mr. Woolsey’s second suggestion ought to be adopted, 
and the phraseology of the covering letter altered, so as to meet the point. 

^ (It was agreed that the wording of the general covering letter to the replies 
of [sic] the Austrian counter-proposals of the Peace Treaty should be so 

* See No. 5, minute 7 and note 8. 7 See No. 45, minute 6. 
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modified as to state that no passage in any of the replies should be regarded 
as an authoritative interpretation of the Peace Treaty.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned for a discussion in camera.) 

Hold Astoria, Paris, 

September 2, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 49 
Projet de Lettre aux Allem.ands'^- 

2 septernhre igig 

Les Puissances Aliiees et Associees out pris connaissance de la constitution 
allemande du 1 1 aout 1919. Elies constatent que les dispositions du second alinea 
de i’article 61 constituent une violation formelle de Particle 80 du Traite de Paix 
signe a Versailles le 28 juin 1919. 

Cette violation est double; 

1°. L’article 61, en stipulant Padmission de PAutriche au Reiclisrat, assimile 
cette Republique aux terres alleniandes [Deutsche Lander) cpii composent 
PEmpire allemand, assimilation incompatible avec le respect de I’independance 
de PAutriche. 

2°. En admettant et en reglementant la participation de PAutriche au Conseil 
d’Empire, Particle 61 cree im lien politique et une action politique commune a 
PAllemagne et a PAutriche, en opposition absolue avec Pindependance de celle-ci. 

En consequence, les Puissances Aliiees et Associees, apres avoir rappele au 
Gouvernement allemand, que Particle 178 de la constitution allemande declare 
que ‘les dispositions du Traite de Versailles ne sauraient etre afl'ectees par la 
constitution’ invitent le Gouvernement allemand a prendre telles mesures que de 
droit pour effacer sans delai cette violation en declarant nul Particle 61, second 
alinea. 

Sans prejudice de mesures ulterieures, en cas de refus, et en vertu menie du 
traite (notamment de Particle 429), les Puissances Aliiees et Associees font con- 
naitre au Gouvernement allemand que cette violation de ses engagements, que 
[? sur] un point essentiel, les contraindra, s’il n’est pas fait droit a leur juste 
demande, dans un delai de quinze jours a dater de la presente, a prescrire 
immediatement Pextension de leur occupation sur la rive droite du Rhin. 

Appendix B to No. 49 

Rapport du ComiU Central des Questions Territoriales 
sur la Frontiere Sud de la Bulgarie 

PARIS, septembre igig 

Gonformement aux instructions du Conseil Supreme, le Gomite central territorial 
a examine a nouveau la cj[uestion de la frontiere sud de la Bulgarie, en s’inspirant 
des vues contenues dans la depeche du President Wilson. 

II a Phonneur de soumettre au Conseil Supreme le rapport suivant, qu’il a 
arrete a Punanimite: 

1°. La frontiere actueile entre la Bulgarie et la Grece doit etre rectifiee dans la 
region au nord de Buk pour enlever aux Bulgares toutes facilites offensives sur la 
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vllle et le pont de Buk. Cette region est d’une petite etendue et a une faible popula- 
tion musulmancj et la frontiere actueile presente des inconvenients ; 

2°. En ce qui concerne la frontiere sud de la Bulgarie dans la Thrace bulgare, le 
Gomite est unanime k recommander I’adoption de la frontiere definie dans 
Fannexe ci~jointe.® 

Cette annexe a ete etablie dans une forme telle qu’elle peut etre immediatement 
inseree dans les conditions de paix avec la Bulgarie; 

3°, En ce qui concerne la question de la liberte d’acces de la Bulgarie a la Mer 
Egee, cette question a ete traitee dans la Commission du regime international des 
Ports, Voies d’eau et Voles ferries, k Particle 24 des clauses a inserer dans le Traite 
de Paix avec la Bulgarie. ^ 

Get article ayant dte redige a la date du 2 1 juin dans Fhypothese ou le port de 
Dedeagatch appartiendrait a la Grece, il convient d’inviter la dite Commission a 
en etablir une nouvelle redaction dans Fhypothese presente. 

La Commission croit devoir a cette occasion, attirer Fattention du Gonseil 
Supreme sur les conclusions de la note ci-jointe^ de la Delegation fran^aise, pour 
le cas ou il serait constitue a Dedeagatch une Commission Internationale. 

Une note analogue^® a ete presentee par la Delegation italienne. 

11 parait necessaire d’inviter la Commission des Ports a tenir compte des 
considerations de la dite note, en raison du fait que cette Commission a anterieu- 
rement estime qu’il ne lui appartenait pas de faire entrer en ligne de compte des 
facteurs politiques. 

Il parait d’ailleurs inutile a la Commission d’inserer dans le traitd avec la 
Bulgarie les dispositions de details qui seront prises par les Principales Puissances 
alliees et associees pour assurer a cette Puissance un libre acces k la Mer figee. 

Appendix C to No. 49 

Telegram from Admiral Troubridge, Buda-Pest, to Astoria 
D. 30th August 1919. R. ist September 1919, 10.00. 

Unnumbered. 

Forward to War Office. Following for Admiralty, begins: 

Situation here is critical for Europe. Roumanians demand immediate acceptance 
by Hungarian Government of following conditions. 

Occupation of Hungary for one year giving opportunity for prejDaring country 
for personal (sic) (? commencement of) union with Roumania. Immediate customs 
union with Roumania. Cession of strategic points near Szegedin on mouth of 

® Not printed. This annex, with, for the most part, drafting amendment, was inserted 
in the Treaty ofNeuilly as paragraphs 2 and 3 of article 27. There was, however, a variation 
between the draft and final texts in that the second and third subparagraphs of paragraph 3 
of article 27 of the treaty were not included in the draft but were replaced by the following- 
subparagraph: ‘De la vers I’est jusqu’au point ou elle rencontre I’ancienne frontiere de 
1913 .sur la riviere Kizildeli Suja (Cetakca).’ 

9 Not printed. This note, dated June 25, 1919, raised the question of the composition of 
the International Commission for Dedeagatch in the sense of M. Tardieu’s observations in 
the discussion in the Supreme Council. This note is printed in translation by D. H. Miller, 
op. cit., vol. xii, pp. 248-9. 

Not printed. This note, dated July 6, 1919, is printed in translation, ibid., vol. xii, 
pp. 249-50, 

” Telegraphic address of the British Delegation to the Peace Conference. 
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Maros River and Becse [Bekes] Gsaba. No treaties to be made v/ith Great Britain or 
Jugo-Slavs. They state to Hungarian Ministers they have already an alliance with 
Italy in wliicli Hungary must join in order to assume policy of encirclement of 
Jugo-Slavs. I have urged Ministers to refuse any armistice or treaty with Roumania 
and to follow the counsels of the Supreme War Council at Paris. It is necessary to 
recognise at once any Government formed here and support them with energy. 

Appendix D to No. 49 

Paraphrase of Telegram from General Gorton^ Budapest^ received through 
U.S. Naval Communication Service, Paris, to AstoriaN P(ins 

No. G. 45. D. 30-31 August, 1919. 

Admiral Troubridge has been told by Diamandy that the telegraphic despatches 
of the Supreme Council, dated 23rd and 25th August had not been communicated 
to him. 

The veracity of this is doubtful, but Roumania continues to make requisitions. 
There is no doubt that Roumania is striving to establish a separate Ti’eaty with 
Plungary; telegrams of 23rd and 25th might therefore be transmitted privately to 
the Hungarian Government with advantage. 

Appendix E to No. 49 
Document i 

Tile gramme de Mission Militaire Inter alliee, Budapest, 26 aodt, 
d Conseil Supreme, Conference de la Paix, Paris 

No jgi — Urgent — Situation gouvernementale en Hongrie sans changement. 
Deux delegations, I’une repr&entant les petits fermiers, et Fautre ies ouvriers des 
fabriques, ont desire voir la Mission pour demander a etre representees dans le 
nouveau Gouvernement. Une autre delegation s’intitulant socialistes chretiens 
est venue protester conti’e le depart de FArchiduc en declarant que le resultat 
allait etre de livrer leur pays auxjuifs et c^ue Budapest devrait 6tre appeleejudapest. 
II a ete repondu a toutes les Delegations que la Mission Interaliiee ne pouvait 
s’immiscer dans les affaires interieures de Hongrie. Aucun changement dans 
Fattitude des Roumains. Une seule amelioration a la situation depuis Farrivee de 
ia Mission: on a laisse entrer a Budapest une certaine quantite de denrees. On 
croit que les Roumains ont Fintention de partir soudainement des qu’ils auront 
satisfait tons leurs instincts de pillage, En attendant, tous leurs actes, intentionnels 
ou non, tendent a livrer ia Hongrie au bolchevisme et au chaos, Le General 
Hoiban a Budapest a promis la semaine derniere d’armer immediatement, de 
revolvers et de sabres, 4.000 hommes de la police; mais, au lieu de le faire, et au 
rnepris des instructions de la Mission, iui demandant de maintenir toutes les 
troupes roumaines a FEst du Danube, saufla garnison de Budapest, on croit qu’il 
a Fintention d’envahir toute la Hongrie, de desarmer ou d’aneantir le petit noyau 
bongrois de Famiral Horthis [jzV] qui constitue la seuie defense de ia Hongrie 
centre le bolchevisme au cas ou les Roumains evacueraient brusquement Ic pays. 
Ges mesures envisagees en meme temps que la recente declaration de M. Diamandy, 
disant qu’un plus long sejour des Roumains en Hongrie ne pourrait que faire tort 
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a leur prestige, donnent rimpression que, si la Roumanie trouve les conditions 
imposees par le Conseil Supreme trop severes pour qu’elle les accepte, elle prendra 
tout ce qu’elle pourra, puis quittera rapidement la Hongrie qui, en raison de la 
passivite des Commandants roumains, sera laissee sans aucun moyen de defense 
centre le bolchevisme et le desordre. La Mission a consacre sa seance du 25 aout 
a des affaires reiativement peu importantes, sauf le rapport de I’Officier Britanni- 
que envoye pour inspecter les trains se rendant en Roumanie par le pont de 
Szolnok. L’OfRcier Britannique rend compte que le pont ne sera pas repare avant 
deux ou trois semaines, mais qu’il a vu, prets a le traverser, 150 locomotives, 2 a 
300 wagons de ravitaillement militaires, 300 wagons de marchandises vides, 4 
avions sur des wagons, 2 a 300 wagons citernes, et entre Szolnok et Budapest, 
plusieurs centaines de wagons de marchandises. 

Mission Militaire Entente. 


Document 2 
Telegramme 

BUDAPEST, le 28-30 aout igig. 

N° 206 De Prot. — La Commission re9oit a I’instant lettre du nouveau President 
du Conseil hongrois. Elle est adressee au President du Conseil Supreme et vous 
sera transmise par prochain courrier. Ci-apres, le texte de cette letti'e : 

Monsieur le President, en concordance avec la demarche de la seance du 
22 aout, le Prince Joseph, Gouverneur de la Hongrie, et le Gouvernement nomme 
par lui, ont d^missionne. Les membres du nouveau Cabinet sont les suivants; 
President du Conseil, Ministre de I’lnterieur: fitienne Friedrich, industriel. 
Ministre des Affaires fitrangeres designe, en ce moment absent, le Comte Imre de 
Csaky. Sous-Secretaire d’fitat de I’lnterieur: Edmond de Benitzky, ancien 
fonctionnaire. Ministre d’Agriculture : Jules Rubinek, Directeur de la Societe 
Agricole Nationale. Sous-Secretaire d’Etat: Etienne Scabo Sokorapatka, cultiva- 
teur. Ministre du Commerce: Francois de Plenrich, commer^ant. Ministre des 
Finances: Jean Grunn, ancien fonctionnaire. Ministre de la Guerre: le General 
Francois Schnitzer. Ministre de FAlimentation Publique: Charles Ereky, inge- 
nieur commer^ant. Ministre des Cubes et de I’lndustrie [? Instruction] Publique: 
Charles Huszar, instituteur du peuple. Sous-Secretaire d’Etat : Jules Pokar, homme 
de lettres. Ministre de la Justice: Georges Baloghy, juge. Ministi’e des Minorites 
Nationales: Jacques Bleyer, professeur d’universite. Ministre d’Hygiene Publique; 

In the original of this appendix there followed two telegrams, not here printed, from 
the Interallied Military Mission in Budapest to the Supreme Council: (i) No. 197 dated 
August 27, 1919, reporting: receipt of a protest from the Commissioner of the Hungarian 
Government for Western Hungary against an alleged advance by Roumanian forces; a 
large procession and a delegation of Christian Socialists requesting allied protection against 
the return of a Jewish and Bolshevist regime; receipt of a report that it would take a month 
to enrol the 4,000 Hungarian police, and of another stating that on the previous day the 
bridge repaired at Csongrad had been tested with the result that the testing locomotive fell 
into the .river, (ii) No. 200 dated August 28-30, igig, reporting that since the withdrawal 
of the Archduke Joseph several deputations had asked permission to present petitions to 
the Mission, generally with a view to preventing the return of Jewish or Bolshevist influence, 
and that the Mission proposed to receive the deputations, as was unavoidable, in order to 
inform them that it \vas expressly prohibited from interfering in internal Hungarian affairs 
but would convey their petitions to the Supreme Council. 
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Andre Gsiilery, medecin. Ministre de Propagande; Etienne Haller, homrne de 
lettres. Ministre des Gultivateursr Gan Mayre, cultivateur. Ministre des Ouvriers 
industriels: Daniel Olah, ouvrier de Findustrie metallurgique. 

G’etait et ce sera toujours presque impossible de construire un Ministere, qui 
poiirrait contenter en meme temps les diverses missions militaires residant a 
Budapest, nos nombreux fragments de partis politiques et, outre cela, acquerir la 
satisfaction du commandement des troupes royales de Roumanie. line chose, 
cependant, est certaine, c’est que le Ministere, dans la presente composition, 
possede la sympathie et la confiance absolues de la grande et decisive majorite du 
peuple hongrois. Les chefs des Missions Militaires ont certainement eu Foccasioii 
de s’en persuader. J’ai tache de tenir compte de menager et de satisfaire, d’une 
fa^on loyaie, a tous les justes desirs, qui se sont presentes au fur et a mesure des 
deliberations. Par consecpient, sont representes dans ce Cabinet : les grands et les 
petits industriels, les commer^ants, les fonctionnaires, les cultivateurs et les ouvriers 
industriels. Monsieur le President, au temps du Gouvernement bolcheviste de 
Bela Kun, le parti des democrates socialistes et amalgame faire {sic) le parti des 
communistes, ce que les leaders socialistes, restes ici pendant la commune, ont 
toujours accentue dans tous leurs discours au Congres du Soviet, de meme que dans 
leur journal ofEciel. Gar leaders socialistes des ouvriers ne se sont pas servis de 
leur influence pour vaincre le bolchevisme. Mais se sont ou rendus a ce systeme, 
ou bien en se refugiant a Fetranger, ont laisse des ouvriers, devenus ainsi la proie 
des idees, ruine du bolchevisme et de la terreur du gouvernement communard. 
Leurs leaders non bolchevistes, qui travaillaient a Fetranger, se sont bien procui'es 
des connexions du cote de FEntente, mais ne sont pas venus en aide ni aux ouvriers, 
ni k FEtat; la bourgeoisie hongroise ne veut pas voir en defaut la classe ouvriere, k 
laquelle elle destine son role dans la politique de Favenir, et ainsi c’est aux. repre- 
sentants des ouvriers travailleurs et non pas aux leaders professionnels des d^mo- 
crates socialistes que j’adresse mon invitation dans mon Cabinet, Monsieur le 
President, veuillez dans Finteret de la possibilite d’un travail efficace, prendre des 
dispositions, afin que les Missions Militaires residant a Budapest s’abstiennent de 
vouloir influencer notre politique interieure, mais qu’elles viennent en aide, en ce 
qui concerne le maintien de Fordre et Fetablissement de Fequilibre economique, 
Mon Cabinet a decide de disposer de fa^on a ce c^ue les nouvelles elections de 
FAssemblee Nationale se fassent sur la base du suffrage universel (vote secret 
egalitaire, et par commune) dans le plus court delai pos.sible, c’est-a~dire trois, 
quatre semaines. Tout hongrois reconnaitra la legalite de ces elections. Pour 
qu’aucun doute ne puisse surgir, que les prochaines elections reposent [? sur] et ex- 
priment reellement la libre manifestation de la volonte nationale, jevous prie. Mon- 
sieur le President, de nous deleguer une Commission de controle pour ces elections. 
II serait desirable que les democrates socialistes fassent partie de cette Commission; 
les elections auront lieu par les territoires concernant lesquels nous aurons la 
possibilite de nous accorder avec le Commandement des troupes royales de la 
Roumanie. Monsieur le President, jusqu’a ce que nous puissions poser la gestion des 
affaires gouvernement [j-fr] aux mains de FAssemblee nationale, notre Gouverne- 
rnent provisoire desire realiser les taches suivantes: aneantissement complet du 
bolchevisme, restitution de Fadministration et de la juridiction, securite de 
Falimentation et continuite de la production, surete des biens et des personn.e,s, 
restimtion et protection de Fegalite politique, preparation aux elections de 
FAssemblee Nationale. Monsieur le President, nous vous prions d’avoir Fobligeance 
de vouloir nous appuyer dans Faccomplissement de nos devoirs et dans notre 
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ferme resolution de r^tablir la vie constitutionnelle, Veuilles agreerj Monsieur 
le President, Fexpressioii de mon profond respect. 

(Signe) Friedrich 

Le nouveau President Friedrich etait a la tete de Pancien Cabinet dont, sur 
quatorze, onze membres figurent dans le nouveau. Informations de plusieurs sour- 
ces ainsi que constatation de certains faits ont confirme que Monsieur Friedrich, 
appuye par Arcliiduc, travaille activement pour rester a la Presidence du nouveau 
Cabinet et pour maintenir des collegues qui ne lui entravent pas trop serieiisement 
ses buts politiques. Commission, en se rtferant au telegramme du Conseil Supreme 
du 23 aout qui a determine la chute du Cabinet Friedrich retient la premiere 
impression qu’un Cabinet forme la fa^on sus-indiquee et preside par Friedrich ne 
repond pas aux necessites reconnues par Conseil Supreme. 

Commission Militaire Inter alliee. 

Document 3 

Telegramme au Conseil Suprime, Conference de la Paix, Paris 

BUDAPEST, 29 aout iQig. 

N° 215. — Un teiegramme re9u bier par un Membre de la Mission demande 
pourquoi, si la Mission considere que FArmee Hongroise est r^duite aux effectifs 
stipules par F Armistice du 13 novembre le Conseil Supreme n’en a pas ete avise; 
le teiegramme ajoute que le Conseil Supreme ne pourra pas exiger le retrait de 
FArmee Roumaine derriere la ligne fixee par la Conference de la Paix jusqu’a ce 
qu’il puisse prouver que toute menace d’action militaire de la part de la Hongrie 
centre ses voisins est ecartee. De nombreux messages envoyes par la Mission au 
Conseil Supreme ont declare que, a Fexception d’un petit contingent inal equipe 
et comptant moins de 8.000 hommes sous les ordres de FAniiral Horthis, a Fouest 
du Danube, Farmee hongroise en tant qu’armee n’existe plus et que les forces 
roumaines n’ont pas evacue la Hongrie parce que leur presence est necessaire 
jusqu’^ ce que une armee hongroise suffisamment forte pour maintenir Fordre a 
Finterieur soit organisee. Gomme les messages dont ii s’agit ont pu ^^tre ambigus 
ou mal interpretes on veut ajouter maintenant que, de Favis de la Mission, 
Farmee hongroise a ete depuis un certain temps reduite au-dessous des effectifs 
mentionnes dans Farmistice du 13 novembre. 

Mission Militaire Interalliee. 

Document 4 

BUDAPEST, 30-gi aout iQig. 

A Conseil Supreme, Paris, 

No 00^. — Au sujet du telegramme envoye par le Conseil Suprmne en date du 
21 aout, concei-nant i’etablissement de postes de controle destines a empecher 
Fexportation en Roumanie de marchandises : la Mission Interalliee n;a pas un 
personnel suffisant a cet effet et demande que 3 officiers supplemcntaiia.'s soient 
envoyes iramediatement a Budapest par chacune des 4 Puissances Aliiees, arm 
d’etablir les postes de controle sur la Theiss. 

« See No. 39, minute 4. 
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No. 50 


H. D. 46 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 

September 3, igig, at ii.o a.m. 

Pr.esent; U.S.A.: Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

France : M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Paterno. 

Japan.: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G. Russell. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Gapt. Rossi. 

Interpreter: M. Gameiiynck. 

The following were also present for the Items in which they were concerned: — 
£/.6'.A. ; The Plon. PI. Gibson, Dr. Lord, Mr. A. Dulles, Mr. Nielsen. 
British Empire: Mr. A. Deeper, Mr. Garr, Col. Kisch. 

France: M. Gambon, M. Fromageot, M. Serruys, General Le Rond, 
M. Cheysson, M. Hermite, M. Massigli. 

Italy: M. Brambilla, M. Ricci Busatti, M. Nagara. 

I . M, Tittoni said that before beginning the business of the day, he wished 

^ to draw attention to a matter of considerable importance. The 

of^Alban^a Delegation had received news that on the evacuation of 

Koritza by French troops, General Franchet d’Esperey had ordered 
their replacement by Greek troops. He thought this would lead to great 
trouble. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had not seen any report to that effect. More- 
over, he did not think it likely that the information was correct. General 
Franchet d’Esperey had asked what he was to do after the evacuation. No 
orders had as yet been given. 

M. Tittoni said that it was very necessary to give orders that Greek troops 
should not occupy Koritza when the place was evacuated by the French. 
The Mussulman population was preparing partly to emigrate and partly to 
form armed bands to resist the Greeks. He understood that the French 
evacuation was imminent and whether or not the news to which he had 
alluded was correct, he thought the question should be examined. 

M. Glemenceau said that French troops would certainly not stay in 
Koritza, but that on their departure it would be arranged that the place 
should not be occupied. 

Mr. Polk said that the news he had received was merely a rumour. Ke 
had written to M. Glemenceau to inform him. 

M. Pichon said that the French Government agreed with M. Tittoni and 
had already informed the Greeks that they should not occupy Koritza. 

M. Berthelot obseiwed that Pogradek was also to be evacuated. It was 
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common agreement that both Koritza and Pogradek belonged to Albania. 
It was also an agreed policy that no occupation of contested territories should 
take place without an order from the Council. 

IVL Glemenceau asked that all documents on the subject be supplied to 
him ill order that he should be able to give an opinion on the following 
day, 

Mr. Balfour asked that a note on the subject be prepared as he had not 
been given any information. 

(The question was then adjourned to the following day.) 

2. M. Glemenceau said that on the previous day, Mr. Balfour had asked for 

an adjournment of 24 hours. He asked whether Mr, Balfour was 
Roumanian i 1 . ■ • • 

Affairs opinion. 

Mr. Balfour said that he agreed with the policy of sending a 
representative of the Council to Bucharest. He no longer thought, however, 
that Admiral Troubridge would be the best representative, as he had very 
rightly taken strong action against the Roumanians. He thought a civilian 
representative would be better. The person selected should be ready to 
represent the views of the Council very strongly, but he should not have been 
previously identified with any controversial action. He begged to suggest 
M. Jonnart, who had carried out very difficult negotiations in Greece with 
conspicuous success.^ Should he agree to go, Mr, Balfour thought he would 
be the best possible representative. 

M. PiGHON said that he was convinced that M. Jonnart would not accept 
the mission. He had resigned the Governorship of Algeria in order to take 
up the work of reconstructing the devastated districts. He would not be 
ready to abandon this work. 

M, Tittoni agreed that M, Jonnart would be an excellent appointment. 

M. Glemenceau said that he would ask M. Jonnart whether he was willing 
to go, but he did not expect him to accept. He asked whether Mr. Balfour 
could not make a British appointment in this alternative. 

Mr. Balfour said that another plan suggested to him was that in each 
capital the Roumanian diplomatic representative should be summoned and 
that the views of the Allied and Associated Powers should be clearly explained 
to him, 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not think this course would be sufficient 
to meet the case. He wished to send a single individual to represent the 
Council in Bucharest who would return with the answer of the Roumanian 
Government. 

Mr. Balfour observed that the Council required more than an answer. 
It would be necessary for their representative to make public in Roumania 
the point of view of the Allied and Associated Powers. This point of view 
appeared to be much misunderstood in Roumania. 

Mr. Polk said that the Roumanians regarded America as their one 

^ M. Jonnart had gone to Greece as Allied High Commissioner in June 1917 during the 
crisis which resulted in the relinquishment of the Throne of Greece by King Constantine. 
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enemy. A distinguished Roumanian had informed an American of this. 
When told that all the communications sent to the Roumanian Government 
had been sent collectively from all the Allied and Associated Powers, he had, 
in reply, drawn attention to the views expressed in the French Press. 

M. Glemengeau pointed out that during the incidents between France 
and Italy, the French Press had been consistently pro-Italian. The pro- 
Roumanian attitude of the French Press at the present time was, in the main, 
due to the activities of M. Robert de Flers. On the other hand, M, Bratiano 
had said that M. Glemenceau was his worst foe. The Roumanians were 
certainly friendly with the Italians, but he trusted that the Italian Govern- 
ment was not offering them any encouragement. 

M. Tittoni said that he occasionally saw M. Misu. On all occasions, he 
had impressed on him that the Conference took a very serious view of the 
Roumanian situation. He had warned him that Roumania was embarking 
on a very risky enterprise. 

Mr. Polk said that on further reflection, he thought it would be a good 
thing to summon the Roumanian Ministers at the four capitals. 

M. Glemengeau said that the object might be attained by recalling the 
Allied Ministers from Bucharest. 

M. Tittoni said that this step should be reserved for a later stage. 

Mr. Balfour said that the results hitherto obtained by the discussion 
appeared to be (a) that a Commissioner must be found to represent the 
Council in Bucharest: (^) that M. Misu should be summoned to be present 
at the Council and that the Roumanian Ministers in Rome, London and 
Washington should be summoned by the Governments of those capitals. 
The Roumanian Ministers summoned should be warned that the Council 
regarded the actions of their Government with considerable disfavour and it 
should be explained to them that the Roumanian Government appeared to 
misapprehend the policy of the Allied and Associated Powers completely, 
(i:) That they should be told that the Allied and Associated Powers were 
seriously considering the withdrawal of their representatives at Bucharest, as 
a token that they ceased to regard Roumania as one of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would see M. Jonnart on that very day. He 
asked Mr. Balfour meanwhile to endeavour to find a suitable Englishman for 
the post. He further asked that Mr. Balfour should draft a document 
explaining the Allied policy towards Roumania. Should the Roumanian 
Government reject the ultimatum addressed to them, the representative of 
the Council, on leaving Roumania, should bring back with him ail the Allied 
and Associated Ministers and officers in the country. 

(It was agreed that Mr. Balfour should draft a document explaining the 
policy of the Council towards Roumania, and that this document should 
be submitted to the Goimcil on the following day. 

It was also agreed that both M. Glemenceau and Mr. Balfour should 
endeavour to find a suitable representative of the Council to send to 
Bucharest.) 
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Alhtr„eM of miins [Not pnnted]^ 

Stock found hi Hungary 


4. Mr. Polk said that M. Paderewski was expected in Paris on the following 
Tmaij with Poland He suggested that the consideration of this Treaty 

relating to Eastern should be delayed until his presence could be obtained in 
Galicia the CouiiciL 

(It was agreed that the question should be discussed on the following Friday. 3) 


5. The Council had before it the request from Dr. Benes contained in 
Appendix B.^ 

Demand of the Czecho- Glemengeau Said that he thought that this request 

Shook Dclegalim to bo ^ accepted. 

heard on the subject of ^ -it •<- 1 .r-t i on 1 1 

Yeschen ' Balfour Said that ii the Czecho-Slovaks were heard 

it would be impossible not to hear the Poles. 

M. Gambon asked that a solution of the question be hastened, as delay 
was causing great anxiety both in Prague and in Warsaw. 

Mr. Polk thought it might perhaps be best that the experts be heard at 
once, in order that the Council should be prepared for the hearing of the 
Gzecho-Slovak and Polish delegates. 

General Le Rond explained the report contained in Appendix G. 

He said that on April 14th a report had been furnished by the joint 
Gzecho-Slovak and Polish Committees, in which four Delegations proposed 
a certain line, and the Italian Delegation suggested another line, more 
favourable to the Poles. This report had not been examined by the Council. 
The Inter-Allied Commission in Teschen had since unanimously adopted 


^ The Supreme Council referred to the Organizing Committee of the Reparation Com- 
mission, for study and early report, a letter from Mr. Hoover to M. Clemenceau, dated at 
Paris on September 3, 1919 (appendix A in original), stating that ‘the amount of railway 
rolling stock in locomotives and wagons in Hungary is much larger than ^vas originally 
surmised.’ This rolling stock included equipment belonging to the Galician and East 
Prussian, the Bohemian, Alsace-Lorraine, Trentino, and Roumanian railways, and due 
respectively to the Polish, Czechoslovak, French, Italian, and Roumanian Governments. 
Mr. Hoover recommended ‘that the Communications Section of the Supreme Economic 
Council be at once authorized to undertake the immediate control of all this railway rolling 
stock, subject of course to the Allied Mission at Budapest, and that they should authorize 
a preliminary distribution of this railway rolling stock on the basis of the actual identification 
of the material. ... A decision on the above lines on your part would allay the very con- 
siderable amount of feeling now existing in Poland, Czecho-Slovalda and elsewhere, with 
regard to the large diversions now being made to Roumania’. 3 Septembers, 1919. 

Not printed. In this letter, dated August 22, 1919, M. Benes stated that he understood 
that the Czechoslovak Delegation had not secured the complete adhesion of the Commission 
concerned to the Czechoslovak compromise proposal as regards Teschen; he accordingly 
felt impelled to request a hearing of the Supreme Council and to try for the last time to 
persuade it of the justice and moderation of the Czechoslovak claims. M. Bene.s further 
stated: ‘Le probleme pour la Republique Tcheco-Slovaque est successivcment [excessive- 
meat] grave; il est rneme aksolurrient vital pour I’avenir de notre pays. Si I’on ne peut 
pas tenir compte de nos revendications,: qui sbnt a notre avis absolumcnt justes et 
legitimes, cela aura des consequences extremement lointaines.’ 
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another line, and the matter had been referred by the Council to the united 
Czecho-Slovak and Polish Gommittees.s The matter was examined by sub- 
commissions. Three delegations agreed on a line very similar to that recom- 
mended by the Inter-Allied Commission in Teschen, The French and British 
Delegations made certain objections. They thought that the line proposed 
involved certain political and economic difficulties. This was implicitly 
admitted by the other Delegations, as they regarded as necessary supple- 
mentary agreements between Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia to regulate the 
railway and coal situation between the two countries. 

When the question had been studied in the joint meeting of the two 
Committees, the British and French Delegations had withdrawn their objec- 
tions, and adhered to the view-s of the majority. The report finally made 
deliberately set aside the political aspect of the question, which was reserved 
for the decision of the Council. He was bound to point out that if the line 
recommended were accepted by the Council, it would be necessary for the 
Council to arrange for the signature of Agreements between the two parties 
for the regulation of the economic relations and railway communications 
between the two parts of the territory of Teschen. It was only on these terms 
that the frontier could be made acceptable to Czecho-Slovakia. 

It was suggested that the study of these agreements should be referred back 
to the Joint Committees. 

M. Tittoni said that he thought the line should be adopted, and then the 
means of rendering it acceptable to the parties should be studied. 

M. Glemenceau said he was unable to accept a line until he knew what 
was required to render it acceptable. 

Mr. Polk said that the line formerly suggested would have required no 
such agreements as were now proposed. It gave a Polish population, how- 
ever, to Gzecho-Slovakia. The line now recommended broke up the economic 
unity of the country for ethnic reasons, and therefore required to be supple- 
mented by economic agreements. 

M. Glemenceau suggested that the Council should hear Dr. Benes and a 
Polish representative before deciding. 

M. Tittoni said that any line suiting the Gzecho-Slovaks would ipso facto 
not suit the Poles. The political effect in either case might endanger the 
existing Governments. Nevertheless, he thought that economic and ethnic 
reasons should prevail, and that the Council should not be unduly influenced 
by the prospects of any Government in power. 

(It was agreed that MM. Benes and Dmowski should be heard on the 
following day.) 

6. M. Serruys said that, regarding Article 25,® there had been in succession 
Article 2 ^ of the proposals by Roumania. There was an Article in all the 

Trmty^of Peace Treaties abrogating all Conventions made between the enemy 
with Bulgaria Powers and Roumania, Russia or any portion of what had 

s See No. 10, minute 2, and No. 17, minute 2. 

^ Article 25 of the draft economic clauses. Cf. No, 22, note 8. 
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been the Russian Empire before or since the ist August, 1914. Roumania 
had first wished to be excluded from these Articles, secondly, she had wished 
that the Articles should be identical in all the Treaties, thirdly, she had 
asked that the clause in the Treaty with Bulgaria should be so framed as not 
to affect the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913. The Economic Gomniissioii had, 
therefore, proposed the following text for Article 25: — 

‘Bulgaria recognises as abrogated all Treaties, Conventions or Agree- 
ments concluded before the ist August, 1914, or since that date up to the 
coming into force of the present Treaty, with Russia or with any State or 
Government the territory of which previously constituted any part of 
Russia as well as with Roumania, subsequent to the 15th August, 1916, up 
to the coming into force of the present Treaty.’ 

The Economic Commission had thought this text acceptable, as all the 
economic agreements it was desired to abolish had taken place since the war. 
It was unnecessary to touch the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913. The Drafting 
Committee had been asked to examine the questions and had reached very 
similar conclusions. (See h, d. 31,^ Minute 2.) The Drafting Committee 
pointed out that the maintenance of the Treaty of Bucharest only affected 
States parties to that Treaty and no others. (For the report of the Drafting 
Committee, see Appendix D.®) 

(At this point, the members of the Drafting Committee entered the room.) 
Mr. Balfour asked why the Roumanians wished to maintain this Treaty. 
M. Serruys said they wished it maintained because it affected Roumanian 
prestige and because Roumania did not wish to give up any rights it 
established in her favour. In any case, these considerations were not the 
concern of the Economic Commission. 

Mr. Polk said that the Council had no reason to bind itself to recognise this 
Treaty, as the Roumanians had offered no satisfaction on the Dobrudj a question . 
M. Tittoni said that the questions before the Council were : — 

1 . Gould the Conference annul the Bucharest Treaty of 1913? The answer 

to this was in the negative. 

2. Gould the Conference enact economic or territorial regulations out of 

conformity with the Bucharest Treaty? Seeing that the Allied and 
Associated Powers were not party to the Treaty of Bucharest, they 
had the right to do so. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the clause, as at present framed, did not imply 
some recognition of the Treaty of 1913. 

’ No. 35 ._ 

® Not fjrinted. This report, dated August 27, 1919, stated in part: ‘Les Puissances 
reconnaissent, simplement par a contrario, que le Traite de Bucarest 1913 n’est pas abroge 
par le present Traite bulgare. Le Traite de Bucarest n’etant pas abroge garde la meme 
vaieur qu’il avait jusqu’a present et garde cette valeur vis-a-vis des memes Puissances et 
d’aucune autre. La stipulation de Particle 25 ne doit done pas etre interpretee, en ce qui 
concerne Ics Puissances n’ayant pas reconnu le Traite de Bucarest 1913, comme impliquant 
de leur part une reconnaissance des clauses territoriales contenues dans cet Acte et notam- 
ment des clauses par lesquelles une partie de la Dobroudja a ete cedee a la Roumanie.’ 



M. Serruys said that the clause implied no such recognition. It only 
stipulated for the abrogation of Conventions made since August, 1916, and 
was silent on the subject of the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913. 

M. Glemenceau said that, as the Conference had not yet settled whether 
Roumania was a friendly or hostile country, it might be as well to postpone 
the decision. 

Mr. Balfour observed that this clause was necessary to complete the 
Treaty with Bulgaria. 

M. Glemenceau said that he did not wish to help the Roumanians in any 
way, nor did he wish to take any action against them. 

Mr, Hurst pointed out that the Treaty of 1913 was not only a bilateral 
agreement. It affected Roumania, Greece, Serbia, and, he thought, Monte- 
negro. The Roumanians did not wish it abrogated as between themselves 
and the Bulgarians. 

Mr. Balfour asked w'-hether only the Roumanians had asked for the 
framing of the article as it was now proposed, 

M. Serruys replied that Roumania alone had made the request, but that 
Greek and Serbian representatives had been present in the Economic Com- 
mission and had raised no objection to the framing of the article as now 
proposed. 

Mr. Polk said that, if the Serbians and Greeks agreed, there appeared 
to be no reason why the Powers should not equally agree. 

M. Tittoni said that, as, in his view, the Conference had no right to 
abrogate the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913, he could not agree to any article 
tending to do so. 

Mr. Polk said that, though he thought the Conference would have a 
right to abrogate the Treaty of Bucharest, he was ready to agree to the 
adoption of the article as proposed. 

(It was decided to accept the drafting of Article 25 as proposed above.) 

7. Mr. Balfour asked what remained before the completion of the Treaty 
. . with Bulgaria. 

°^withBulgariT^^ asked whether the Council had come to any 

conclusion regarding the frontier between Roumania and 
Bulgaria in the Dobrudja, 

Mr. Balfour observed that the Council had decided that Roumania 
could not, as she was an Allied Power, be asked to yield any territory to 
Bulgaria. This decision had been taken some time ago and had never been 
cancelled. The Council, however, had not concealed its feeling that Rou- 
mania ought to give up a piece of the Dobrudja which was clearly not 
Roumanian. Strained relations with Roumania would not, he thought, 
justify a change in this policy. If the Powers were to go to war with Roumania, 
the situation would doubtless be altered. He thought that, for the purposes 
of the Treaty with Bulgaria, it might be assumed that the old frontier in the 
Dobrudja was maintained, though this might be neither equitable or con- 
ducive to peace in the Balkans. 
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M. Clemengeau said that he agreed with Mr. Balfour. 

M, Tittoni also agreed. , 

Mr. Polk said that he would give his answer on the following day. 
(The members of the Drafting Committee then withdrew.) 

8 . ^ 

Opinion of Financial Com- [Not printed] 

mission on Articles 38 and 
67 of M. Venizelos" pro- 
posals for the Treaty of 
Peace with Bulgaria. {See 
Appendix C to H. D. 22P) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Astoria Hotels Paris^ 

September igig. 


Appendix G to No. 50 


Rapport presente au Conseil Supreme des Allies par la Commission des Affaires 
Polonaises et la Commission des Affaires Tckeco-Slovaques Reunies sur les Qiiestions 
de Tescken et d^Orava 


Mandat, Rappel des Seances 


22 aoM igig. 


Par deux decisions, en date des 12 et 27 [25] juillet,® le Conseil supreme a renvoy6 
a la Commission des Affaires Polonaises et a la Commission des Affaires Tch^co- 
Slovaques reunies les questions d’Orava et de Teschen pour examen et rapport. 

Les deux Commissions reunies, apres avoir, au cours des seances des 23 et 
24jmllet, precede ^ une etude generale des questions d’Orava et de Teschen, ont 
charge d’un examen plus detaille une sous-commission ainsi composee : 

Le General Le Rond (France), President; 

Le Dr. I.ord et M. Dulles {£tats-Unis d^Amerique) ; 

L’Hon. Harold Nicolson et le Lieutenant-Colonel Kisch (Empire britanniqiie) ; 

Le Marquis della Torretta et M. Stranieri (Italie ) ; 

M. OtcYii'dii (Japan) . 

Cette sous-commission a tenu cinq seances du 26 juiilet au 18 aout. Elle a 
entendu M. Benes, Ministre des Affaires fitrangeres de la Republique Tcheco- 
Siovaque, et M. Dmowski, Pi'emier Delegue de Pologne. 

Les deux Commissions reunies, au cours de trois seances tenues les 19, 20 et 
22 aout, ont elabore le present rapport, qui a et^ adopte a runanimite, et qu’elles 
ont riionneur de soumettre au Conseil supreme. 


I. Question de Teschen 

•Deux faits ont rendu necessaire de soumettre a un nouvei examen la question de 
Teschen: 

I® L’echec des pourparlers de Cracovie a fait disparaitre Fespoir d’lme entente 
directe entre Polonais et Tcheco-Slovaques au sujet de Teschen; 

® See No. 26, note 6; also Nor 53, minute 5. 

The Supreme Council decided to reject both articles. 
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2® Les membres de ia Commission interalliee de Teschen, r|ui orit; etudie la 
question sur place pendant plusieui’s mois, sont arrives a tin accord iinanime sur 
une ligne plus favorable aux revendications polonaises que le trace anterieurement 
propose a Paris par la majorite des membres des deux commissions et tres analogue 
a la ligne cpie la minorite avait envisagee des cette epoque. 

D’autre part, depuis ie 14 avril, date a laquelle ia note des deux Commissions 
relative a Teschen a ete remise au Conseil supreme, les doutes qui s’etaient eieves 
au sein de la Commission sur les aspirations reelles d’une partie de la population 
de la region de Teschen, qui, bien ciue de langue polonaise, paraissait plutot 
opposee a une union avec la Pologne, ont disparu en raison de renseigaements tres 
precis venus de Teschen, qui representent cette population comrne faisant montre 
de sentiments nationaux polonais, de sorte qu’on ne pent plus contester serieuse- 
ment que, dans les trois districts de Freistadt, Teschen et Bielitz, le facteur ethnique 
ne soit nettement en faveur des Polonais. 

En outre, la situation de la Pologne, au point de vue de la production de la 
houiile, est devenue incertaine, par suite de rinstitution d’un plebiscite en Haute- 
Silesie. 

Tenant compte des considerations ci-dessus exposees, les membres des deux 
Commissions ont estirne a I’mianimite: 

a) Qu’au point de vue ethnographique, les revendications des Polonais sur les 
trois districts de Freistadt, Teschen et Bielitz sont pleinement justifiees ; 

b) Qu’au point de vue economique et ferroviaire, I’attribution a la Pologne du 
bassin houiller de Karwin et de la voie ferree Oderberg-Jablunkau ofFrirait les 
plus graves inconvenients pour les Tcheco-Slovacpes, qui, d’une part, se trouve- 
raient places sous la dependance de la Pologne en ce qui concerne la production 
du chai’bon et du coke, et seraient, d’autre part, obliges a des raccordements 
couteux pour maintenir les communications par chemin de fer entre le district 
minier de Mahrisch-Ostrau et .la Slovaquie. 

Au point de vue politicpie, les deux Commissions ont estirne cj^n’i! ne ieur 
appartenait pas de faire entrer en ligne de compte les considerations de politique 
generale, qui echappent a leur competence et sont exclusivement du ressort du 
Conseil supreme. 

Les membres des deux commissions se sont homes en consequence a mettre en 
balance les considerations economiqties qui militent fortement en faveur des 
Tclieco-Slovaques et les argaiments ethnographiques cpii sont nettement en faveur 
des Polonais. Ils ont cru devoir accorder en principe la preference au facteur 
ethnique, parce Cju’il n’ont apercu aucun moyen d’amener les populations polo- 
naises de la region de Teschen, dont le sentiment national est tres ardent, a vivre 
pacifiquement sous la domination tcheco-slovaque, tandis qu’il leur a paru possible, 
par un ensemble de stipulations et de garanties qu’il resterait a determiner avec 
precision, de diminuer dans une large mesure les inconvenients d’ordre economi- 
que que presenterait pour les Tcheco-Slovaques Pattribution a la Pologne du bassin 
minier de Karwin et d’une partie du chemin de fer Oderberg-Jablunkau. 

Les deux Commissions ont, en consequence, I’honneur de proposer unanime- 
ment au Conseil supreme le trace decrit a I’Annexe i . “ Ge trace ne differe que par 
quelques details du trace propose a I’unanimite par la Commission de Teschen. 

Toutefois, les deux Commissions sont unanimement d’avis quela solution qu’elles 
proposent, pour 6tre equitable, exige que PEtat tcheco-slovaque obtienne de siires 
garanties que ia Pologne contribuera dans une large mesure a combler le deficit 

” Not printed. For this trace see the map of Teschen and Orava (appended to originai). 

617 



de sa production Iiouillere et lui donnera tputes facilites de transit sur la voie 
Oderberg-Jablunkaiij jusqii’a raccoraplissement des travaux ferroviaires necessaires 
pour joindre le bassin de Mahrisch-Ostrau au col de Jablunkau. 

Elies demandent, en consequence, au Gonseil supreme; 

a) De vouloir bien statuer sur le trace de frontiere propose; 

b) Si ce trace est accepts, de vouloir bien: 

1° Leur I’envoyer la question de determiner les concessions economiques et ferro- 
viaires que la Pologne devrait equitablement consentir a I’Etat tcheco-slovaque ; 

2° Les charger d’elaborer les clauses d’un traite a conclure entre les principales 
Puissances alliees et associees, la Pologne et la Tcheco-Slovaquie a Teffet d’assurer 
k cette derniere les concessions reconnues necessaires; 

30 Les autoriser a consulter, en vue de la redaction de ces clauses, des experts 
sur les c[uestions de charbon et de communications par voies ferrees, ainsi qu’a 
entendre a ce sujet les delegues tcheques et polonais. 

Le trace decrit a I’annexe i ’ ^ suit d’une fagon generale la ligne de demarcation 
ethnique, en laissant sur territoire tcheco-slovac|ue les localites dont le caractere 
ethnographique est indecis. II a paru en elFet, cju’en raison du fait que les Tcheco- 
Slovaques ont plus besoin de charbon que les Polonais, il y avait interet a laisser 
aux Tcheco-Slovaques le benefice du doute dans cette partie de la region miniere 
oh la situation ethnographique n’est pas parfaitement claire. 

En outre, dans la region de Jablunkau, un nombre important de Polonais a du 
6tre laisse en Tcheco-Slovaquie, en raison de la necessite de conserver aux Tcheco- 
Slovaques la libre disposition du col de Jablunkau, qui leur est indispensable pour 
assurer les communications par voie ferree entre les districts miniers de Mahrisch- 
Ostrau et la Slovaquie. 

La ligne proposee donnerait, au point de vue ethnographique, les r^sultats 
suivants : 



Recensetnent autrichien de igio 

Territoire attribue 

Territoire attribuS 


aux Tcheques 

aux Polonais 

Population totale . 

185,625 

249^^96 

Tcheques 

105,161 

10,443 

Polonais 

. . . 62,080 

171,770 


Les donnees relatives a la production du charbon sont approximativement les 
suivantes, d’apres les statistiques de 1913^^: 

Production totale ..... 7,595,000 tonnes. 

Partie attribuee aux Polonais . . . 3,000,000 tonnes. 

Partie attribuee aux Tclieco-Slovaques . 4,595,000 tonnes, soit environ 60 p. 100. 

Pour le coke, les chi fires approximatifs sont les suivants : 

Production totale ..... 1,718,000 tonnes. 

Partie attribuee aux Polonais . . . 520,000 tonnes, soit 31 p. 100. 

Partie attribuee aux Tcheco-Slovaques . 1,198,000 tonnes, soit 69 p. 100. 

IL Question d’Orava 

Un rapport presente par un officier, a la suite d’une enquete faite sur place, a 
amene Tune des Delegations a dem’ander au Gonseil supreme de faire proceder k 
un nouvel examen de la question d’Orava. 

Note in original: ‘Ces chiffres sont bas& sur le rapport de la Commission de Teschen.’ 
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Les renseignements nouveaux fournis par ce rapport ont paru a Funanimite des 
membres des deux Commissions de nature a modifier leurs conclusions precedentes 
tendant au maintien de Fancienne limite administi'ative entre la Slovaquie et la 
Galicie. 

Cette limite, satisfaisante au point de vue geographique, presentait au point de 
vue ethnique Finconvenient de placer sous la domination Tcheco-SIovaque la 
partie nord-est de la region d’Orava, que les ethnographes tant Tcheco-Slovaques 
que Polonais s’accordent pour reconnaitre de majorite polonaise. 

La frontiere proposee aujourd’hui par les deux Commissions passe par une serie 
de hauteurs et est claire au point de vue topographique. Eile suit d’autre part a 
peu pres constamment la ligne de demarcation ethnique, sans englober eii Pologne 
un seul village oii une majorite slovaque ait ete constatee. 

Les deux Commissions n’hesitent pas dans ces conditions a proposer unanime- 
ment au Gonseil supreme Fadoption du trace decrit a Fannexe 2.” Ge trace 
donnerait a la Pologne une population de 25,000 habitants, presque exclusivement 
polonais. 

No. 51 

H. D. 47.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room, at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 

September 4, igig, at ii.o a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Planison. 

British Empire'. Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Sir George Clerk. 

France'. M. Glernenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy. M. Tittoni; secretary, M. Patemo. 

Japan'. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.-. Captain Chapin. British Empire'. Com- 
mander Bell. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Captain Rossi. 
Interpreter; M. Camerlynclc. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned :--t 
U.S.A. : Mr. Goolidge, Dr. Lord, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire : Mr. Leeper, Mr. Carr, Colonel Kisch. 

France: M. Gambon, General Desticker, General Le Rond, M. Laroche, 
M. Kammerer, M. Hermite. 

Italy: Colonel Gastoldi, Comm, Stranieri, M. Brainballa [Brambilla], 
Baron Russo. 

I. M. Glemenceau drew the Council’s attention to the objections of the 

German Government to the advanced Commissions of 
Allud Commimons Qoiitrol being sent at once, (see h. d. 36. 8^ and Appx. G,^ 
Appendix A). He added that in his opinion it 
would be better to postpone sending out the advance Com- 
missions of Control for a certain time. This was the opinion of General 

* No. 40, minute 8. ^ In error for appendix J (to No. 40). 
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Nollet, althoiigli Marshal Foch was of another opinion. In conclusion, he 
drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the Allied and Associated 
Powers had no positive right to send out these advance Commissions of 
Control if the Germans now objected. 

General Destigker said that the despatch of the full personnel of the 
Commissions of Control depended upon the date of the complete ratification 
of the Peace Treaty of Versailles. Marshal Foch had been of the opinion that 
an advance detachment of the Inter-Allied Commissions should be sent 
forward at least ten days before the full Commissions arrived. This pre- 
liminary measure was necessary in order to prepare the work with which the 
Commissions would be concerned later on. The whole question, therefore, 
hinged upon the probable date of the final ratification of the Peace Treaty 
with Germany. 

M, Glemengeau said that Marshal Foch had thought that the Peace 
Treaty would be ratified by three Great Powers by 15th September. 

M. Tittoni said that as far as Italy was concerned that would not be 
possible. 

Mr. Balfour then suggested that the German objections appeared to be 
based on the very large number of officers who were to be sent under present 
proposals. Would it not be possible to adhere to Marshal Foch’s proposal, 
and, at the same time, reduce the number of Commissions despatched, by 
making one nation responsible for one particular department, another nation 
for another branch, and so on? The large number of the personnel was due 
to the fact that each Department contained Inter- Allied Representatives. 

General Desticker said that he did not think that Mr. Balfour’s proposal 
was practicable and thought that it would be better to delay sending out the 
Commissions of Control for a few days in order to adhere to the original 
programme. 

Mr, Polk drew attention to the fact that the United States could not, for 
the moment, be represented upon the Commissions of Control. 

(After some further discussion it was decided that no advance Delegation 
of the Inter- Allied Commissions of Control should be sent to Germany for 
the present.) 


Demand of the Austrian 
Delegation for prolonga- 
tion of the time allowed 
for the consideration of 
the Allied Reply 


2. (It was agreed that the Austrian request for a pro- 
longation of two days of the time allowed for the 
consideration of the Allied reply (see Appendix 
should be granted.) 


3. The Council took note of M. Misu’s letter (see Appendix G) to the 
Roumanian Peace Conference, stating that the telegrams of 

affairs Council to the Roumanian Government had, to a large extent, 

not been received in Bucharest. 


3 Not printed. An English translation of this Austrian request (note No, 1162 dated 
September 3, 1919) is printed by N. Almond and R. H. Lutz, op. cit., pp. 74-5. 
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M. Cleme.\’«:]v\l' said that the situation was rather changed by virtue of 
M. Bratiano’s plea. He had hardly credited it at first, but had, later on, 
come to the conclusion that there might be a certain degree of truth in the 
statement made. 

M. Tittoni said that M. Bratiano’s statements were, to a certain extent, 
borne out by notices appearing in the French press, to the effect that wireless 
telegraphic conimunication from Paris was somewhat interrupted. 

Mr, Polk said he understood that the French h'linister at Bucharest had 
acknowledged the receipt of the dispatches for transmission to the Roumaraan 
Government by telegram. 

M. Berthelot said that this was not the case. The French Minister had 
not acknowledged the receipt of the dispatches under discussion, nor had he 
stated that they had been communicated by him to the Roumanians. In 
confirmation of this he drew the attention of the Council to the fact that a 
batch of telegrams received that morning by the French Foreign Office, from 
Bucharest, made no reference to the previous communications of the Council. 

Mr. Balfour said that he did not understand how the non-receipt by the 
Roumanian Government of previous dispatches of the Council could be 
explained in any credible manner. 

Mr. Polk said that the Queen of Roumania had written a letter to 
Mr. Hoover, wherein she protested in the strongest terms against the United 
States’ attitude towards her country. This w^as surely evidence that the 
CounciFs dispatches had been received, 

M. PiGHON said that the information on which the Queen of Roumanians 
letter had been based, might have been obtained from the public press. 

M. Tittoni said that it would possibly be better to make use of the military 
organisation for the transmission of telegrams. He drew the CounciFs atten- 
tion to the fact, that, according to Mr. Misu’s letter (see Appendix C), the 
Roumanian Government was now considering the possibility of withdrawing 
their armies from Plungary. This was the first occasion on which they had 
made any statement of the kind. 

Mr. Polk then read a letter from an American officer, who had had an 
interview with one of the Roumanian authorities in Bucharest. The conversa- 
tion recorded in the letter was to the effect that the Roumanians had occupied 
Budapest, and intended to stay there; that they intended to settle and 
manage their own affairs in their own way; that they had received an insult- 
ing letter from the Council, w^hich they had answered in the most suitable 
Vv^ay, by ignoring it ; and that the Roumanians had nothing to fear from the 
Allies, who did not intend to follow' their menaces up by effective action. This 
letter showed clearly that the Roumanians were conscious that they were treat- 
ing the Council with contempt, and that they intended to continue to do so. 

M. PiGHON drev/ the CounciFs attention to a telegram received that 
morning from M. de Saint Aulaire,'*- and remarked that the information 
it contained somewhat contradicted that received by Mr. Polk. (See 
Appendix D.) * 

French Minister at Bucharest. 
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Mr. Polk, commenting upon the telegram circulated by M. Piclion, said 
he thought it was the most amazing attempt to avoid the real issue that he 
had ever read. In view of the fact that the Allied generals in Budapest had 
been urging the Roumanian Government to form a gendarmerie for the 
maintenance of order, and had been positively opposed by them in any such 
measure, the statement contained in the telegram from M. de St. Aulaire 
that the Roumanians were anxious to restore order, was little short of 
ridiculous. 

Mr. Balfour said that he found it very difficult to believe that the 
Roumanian Government was not playing with the Conference. The 
Roumanian authorities at Budapest, and the Roumanian representatives 
in the Allied capitals, knew by the papers, and from the Allied Generals at 
Budapest, what were the wishes of the Council. The Military Representa- 
tives at Budapest, in particular, had continually explained the wishes of the 
Council. It was folly to suppose that communications made to the Rou- 
manians at Budapest were not sent on to the Central Government at 
Bucharest. The present complaint of the Roumanian Government, that 
they were in ignorance of the real wishes of the Conference, seemed well- 
nigh incredible. He had not had time to weigh the evidence in support of 
their plea carefully; but it seemed to him that their present arguments were 
only advanced as part of an elaborate scheme of ignoring the wishes of the 
Allies, and of acting in whatever manner they themselves thought best. 
There was a remarkable agreement between the conversation of the American 
officer, communicated to the Council through Mr. Polk’s kindness, and the 
actual facts of the case. He was far more inclined to believe the statements 
made by the Roumanian official to Mr. Polk’s correspondent, than he was to 
give credence to M. Bratiano’s assurazices that the Roumanian Government 
was still waiting for the instructions of the Council. 

Mr. Polk then communicated a further extract from the same letter, 
in which his correspondent stated that he had been informed by the Rou- 
manian official that the Allies had made a peace which was unfair to small 
nations; and that the Roumanians, therefore, intended to take the matter 
into their own hands, and to settle the matter equitably in their section of 
the world. 

M. Tittoni said that the difficulties were increased by the fact that there 
was no properly constituted government at Budapest ; if there had been one 
it would have been possible to collaborate with it in setting up a force suffi- 
cient to maintain order, and, when this had been done, to ask the Roumanians 
To go. ^ 

Mr. Polk said that M. Tittoni did not seem to have realised the exact 
nature of the difficulty. The Allied generals at Budapest had frequently 
urged the Roumanians to allow the Hungarians to form a police force. The 
Roumanian[s] had positively obstructed any such measure. The Roumanian 
authorities had. been asked, by the Council, not to devastate Hungary. The 
Council had been told in reply, that it was incumbent upon Roumania to 
get back the material taken from her at an earlier period of the war. The 



requisitions far exceeded anything that might have [? been] done under such 
a plea. About 4,000 sealed cars had gone across the Roumanian frontiers from 
Hungary, carrying everything that could possibly be requisitioned. He felt 
very strongly in. the matter for a particular reason. There was, at the present 
moment, an American general officer in Budapest who was being flouted by 
the Roumanian authorities. The situation was, therefore, so humiliating, 
that he felt the President ought to be advised to withdraw the United States 
general officer from Budapest. 

M. Clemengeau said that he agreed, in the main, with Mr. Polk, but 
thought it was difficult to act as though the Council were absolutely certain 
that the Roumanian Authorities were acting in bad faith. 

Mr. Balfour said that, although some doubt might exist as to whether 
the Roumanian Government had received the telegrams of the Council, it 
was none the less certain that they were fully aware of the policy of the Allies. 

Mr. Polk said that a despatch had been agreed upon at the Meeting of 
the Council on the 23rd August (see h. d. 37,2 Minute i); it had been 
published in the papers in Paris on the 26th August, and transmitted to the 
Generals in Budapest on the 27th. It must, therefore, have been sent on to 
Bucharest. If the Roumanian representative at each of the Allied capitals 
were summoned to the Foreign Office, and told that the Council was in 
earnest, he was certain that the situation in Roumania would improve. All 
information received through the United States Secret Service was to the 
effect that the opinion prevailed among the Roumanian Authorities that the 
Council was not serious in its intentions. 

Mr. Balfour then read the letter which he had drafted for communica- 
tion to the Roumanian Government at Bucharest. (See Appendix E») 

M. Tittoni said that the letter had been very well drafted. He suggested 
that in the first sentence of the second paragraph the words ‘rightly or wrongly’ 
(not now shown in Appendix E) should be deleted. The sentence as corrected 
would be a more impartial expression of opinion. 

A long discussion then followed as to the method of communicating the 
letter to the Roumanian Government and 

(It was decided that the letter drafted by Mr, Balfour should be taken by 
Sir George Clerk personally to Bucharest, and be presented by Mm to the 
Roumanian Government.) 

(It was further decided that Sir George Clerk should also take copies of all 
telegrams previously sent hy the Conference to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment and should communicate them with the aforesaid letter.) 

4. 

Clauses Me to [Not printed]^ 

immigration for insertion 
in the Treaty of Peace 
with Bulgaria 

s No, 41. 

® M. Berthelot commented on the report on this subject (arising out of proposals made 
by M. Venizelos) submitted by the Commission on. New States. (Appendix F in original, 
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5. At this point, Di\ Benes and MM. Paderewski and'Dinowsld entered the 
Goimcil. 

Qjtesimi of Benes explained the question of Tesclien to the Council vdtli 

Teschen of maps. He said that the problem should be looked at from 

four points of view, namely, the ethnographical, the historioal, the economic 

and the political, . „ , - 

According to the latest statistics, there were in the reschen area, 230,000 
Poles, 150,000 Czechs, and 60,000 Germans. This Polish 
(a) Ethmp-aphical ^as questioned by the Czechs, who doubted the 

mistderahons accuracy of the statistics. Owing to the policy of the old 
Austro-Huni-^arian Monarchy, the resistance of the Czechs to Austrian rule 
had been combated by every administrative measure that could be brought 
against them; and in consequence, the Austrian policy had been systematic- 
ally to weaken any ethnographical statistics favouiable to the Gzecho-Slovak 
population. This could be seen from the fact that the figures given varied 
from one census to another. The German and Polish elements were generally 
grouped together; because these two sections of the population were always 
able to agree in their opposition to the Czechs. There were [rir], in the mining 
district of the Tesclien area, a large percentage of workmen, who were not, 
properly speaking, inhabitants of Teschen. The Austrian Authorities had 
assisted the Polish agitation in Teschen since the year 1873, when the 
centralising tendencies of the Viennese Government began to be put into 
effect. Since that date, Polish schools had multiplied, and a continuous 
effort had been made to replace the local Czech administration by Polish 
or German Authorities. The result of all this had been that the statistics of 
the Polish population had increased, but the Czecho-Slovak Government 
thought that false classifications had deliberately been introduced into the 
data on which the statistics were based. The population in Teschen did not 
speak the proper Polish language, but a dialectic mixture of Gzecho-Slovak 
and Polish. It was even declared that there were no villages in which separate 
Polish and Czech inhabitants lived side by side. There were, none the less, 
centres where the Czecho-Polish dialect was universally spoken. This showed 
that the population of Teschen, from an ethnographical point of view, was 
in a transitional state. There was further to be taken into consideration 
the tendency of the population towards a particular form of culture, 
and it was certain that the tendency of the population in the area was 
towards the adoption of Czech customs. All these facts combined to 
show that the Austrian statistics could not be trusted, or at least, that they 
presented only one side of the question. The Czech Government main- 
tained that there were not more than 45 per cent, of Poles in the Teschen 
■area. :■■■.■■ 

An English text is printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 309-17.) After discussion, 
the Supreme Council decided: (i) that no clause on the subject of reciprocal immigration 
in the Balkans be inserted in the Peace Treaty with Bulgaria; (ii) that the report of the 
Commission on New States be accepted, and the Commission be authorized to consult with 
M. Venizelos as to the best method of putting his proposals into effect. 
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Tiie situation of Gzecho-SIovakia in the past was of importance. That 
country had always identified itself with the ancient Kingdom 
col derations of Bohemia, formed out of Moravia, Bohemia, and that portion 
of Silesia which included Teschen. The strife of the sixteenth 
century had almost exterminated the Bohemian population. A revival of 
Bohemian national sentiment had occurred later, but the moral sentiment 
sustaining it had been based upon the historical status of the Bohemian 
Kingdom, and the national unity of that country. Basing itself upon these 
feelings, Bohemia had always resisted the attempts of the Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy to force their country into a Central European Federation. They 
had never, in the past, abandoned their standpoint, that the old Kingdom 
constituted a historic unit, and ought never to be divided. This sentiment 
was very deep, and existed at the present moment; the population could not 
understand the projected division of Teschen, at a moment when the etlino- 
graphical problem had not been finally resolved. 

The coal question affected Gzecho-SIovakia very deeply. There were large 
of coal in Poland, and in those parts of Upper Silesia 
considemions would undoubtedly be ceded to that country. Statistics 

showed that the total capacity of the Polish coalpits amounted to 
86 billion tons; the pits in Gzecho-SIovakia, including Teschen, only had a 
capacity of 9 billion tons. Gzecho-Siovalda was essentially an industrial 
country. It had produced 70 per cent, of the metal w^ork of tlie old Austro- 
Hungarian Kingdom, 93 per cent, of the sugar products of that country, and 
had worked a preponderating proportion of the blast furnaces employed in 
Austro-Hungarian industries. xAll tliis showed how much the Gzecho-Slovak 
State was dependent upon a continuous supply of coal, and how little they 
were asking for themselves. The mines in Gzecho-SIovakia were only capable 
of supplying the needs of the country for 250 years. Poland imported 
very little coal from Teschen, and statistics showed that in the past, only 
25 trucks were sent into Poland every day. The industrial character of 
Gzecho-SIovakia obliged her to import coal from Silesia. 

Mr. Polk then asked whether some of the coal imported by Czecho- 
slovakia did not go to Austria. 

Mr. Balfour also asked whether M. Benes’ figures included the importa- 
tion of lignite. 

M. Benes, replying to Mr. Polk, said that a certain quantity of coal was 
transmitted to Austria through Czecho-Siovakia, but that two-thirds of the 
total importation remained in the last-named country. 

Replying to Mr. Balfour, he said that there was enough lignite in Czecho- 
slovakia for the domestic needs of the country. 

Passing to the Railway question, he drew the attention of the Council to 
the fact that the most important railway line, maintaining communication 
bet'vveen Slovakia and the disputed coal districts, ran through Teschen. This 
railway was absolutely necessary' for the transport of the products of Czecho- 
slovakia. (M. Benes here illustrated his statement by a reference to a 
diagrammatic map, showing the great proportion of Gzeclio-Slovakian goods 
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carried over tlie Oderberg-Kaschau line.) It was impossible for the new 
Gzeclio-Siovak Republic to build a new railway line on its own resources. 

If the supply of coal upon which Czecho- Slovakia depended so greatly 
were taken from her, that country would have to rely upon 
f 'mMraiims essential elements of her existence. Czecho- 

slovakia was a more industrial country than Poland, Her sugar 
industries, her metallurgical works, and her blast furnaces could only be 
developed and continued by having a continuous supply of coal. If a decision 
were made unfavourable to Gzecho-Slovakia, it would cause a great revulsion 
of feeling in that country. He had been surprised how deeply Czech feeling 
had been roused by the question. During the long negotiations of the past 
months, he had done everything in his power to calm the population of his 
country, but he had only been able to do so because his countrymen were 
hoping for a solution favourable to themselves. They now saw themselves 
faced with the possibility of a situation arising, in which they would be 
deprived of these things which were necessary for the reconstruction of their 
country. He had always attempted to advocate moderate views, but he 
doubted whether his influence would prevail over the growing excitement in 
his country. 

He would like to draw attention to the economic effects of diplomatic 
friction between his country and Poland. In a period of strained relations, 
Poland would only have to hold up the railway traffic into Czecho-Slovakia, 
to paralyse that country in 24 hours. He would like the Polish representa- 
tives to understand that Gzecho-Slovakia was not demanding rights over 
Polish populations, but merely putting forward a claim for things necessary 
for her very life. Gzecho-Slovakia was surrounded by countries in a state of 
ferment, and the supply of materials necessary for her reconstruction Avas an 
absolute necessity to her, if she were to remain free of the existing political 
confusion in Central Europe. He had desired to see his country reconstituted 
on a firm economic basis as rapidly as possible, in order that he might make 
it a sort of rallying point for the political aims of western European policy. 
By doing so, he had hoped that her neighbours would gather round her, and 
that the western Powers would find a support for their policies in Czecho- 
slovakia. Poland was necessarily involved in the politics of Eastern Europe. 
She Avas faced with all the difficulties of the Russian situation, in which she 
would be inA'^olved for a long time to come. For this reason, Poland would 
require the collaboration of Gzecho-Slovakia, but this could not be given if 
the last-named country were deprived of Teschen, which was regarded as 
essential to her economic existence. During the war, the Czech population 
had adhered to their wish for the integrity of tlieir country. They had had 
the deepest faith in the policy of the Entente. He feared that if a decision 
unfaAmurable to Gzecho-Slovakia were given on the Teschen question, there 
Avoulcl be a deep and general reversion of feeling. He feared that the proposed 
solution of the Teschen question would give rise to a deeply hostile feeling 
toAvards Poland, which might be seen from the fact that the Radical Parties 
in Gzecho-Siovalda were now adopting an inimical attitude toAvards Poland. 
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Ill order to counteract this unfortunate sentiment amongst his countrynien, 
he had proposed a compromise, which he had hoped would satisfy both 
Poland and Czecho-Slovakia. He had originally suggested that the line of 
the Vistula should be the boundary between the two countries. It had been 
pointed out to him that larger concessions were necessary, and he had 
endeavoured, with success, to make popular opinion in his country, favour 
the concession of the whole of the Bielitz district to Poland. His own opinions 
had been regarded as heretical by his countrymen: notwithstanding this, 
he had accepted a solution, which he hoped ivoiild have satisfied both Poland 
and Gzecho-Slovakia. More than this, he had always wished to advance 
conciliatory proposals in the case of Giatz. He had accepted a frontier 
between his country and Hungary, which placed 132,000 more Slovaks under 
Hungarian rule than there w'ere Hungarians under Czech administration. 
Pie was now faced by a frontier line, proposed by the Joint Polish and 
Gzeclio-SIovak Committees, which divided the mining district into two por- 
tions. Such a solution could not possibly be accepted. The artificial nature 
of the division proposed could be seen by the well-known fact that there was 
constant communination between the districts which it was proposed to 
separate : large numbers of workmen were continually moving from one area 
to another, and back. The new frontier line wmuld interrupt free com- 
munication with Slovakia, and would oblige the Czech Government to 
construct a special railway line, which would practically run through one 
continuous tunnel. The German population were all in favour of maintain- 
ing the economic unity of the Teschen area. He did not wish to lay emphasis 
on this argument, w'hich none the less, could not be completely neglected. 
He had recently received a Delegation, largely composed of miners and work- 
men, from the Teschen district. On the news being received that the 
Teschen Basin was going to be divided, large numbers of Polish workmen 
had protested against such a measure. It was to be noted that many of the 
Delegates belonged to political parties quite averse to chauvinistic feeling 
(Socialists, Socialist Democrats, etc.). None the less, they had expressed 
themselves strongly on the point, and had stated that they feared for the 
future. He did not think he was exaggerating when he said that this popula- 
tion, now so profoundly disturbed, would act against the wishes both of the 
Polish and of the Czecho-Slovak Governments, and deal with the problem 
by independent action on their own account. At the present moment, 
strikes of a political character were occurring, in which Polish workmen were 
taking part. He had tried to keep the population quiet, but he had begun 
to feel that a conciliatory policy on his part was more and more difficult in 
face of a general movement of protest and indignation. Teschen would 
always be of secondary importance to Poland. The Poles had complained 
that an economic argument was being brought against their ethnographical 
claims. The Poles, themselves, had not hesitated to do the same when they 
thought that such arguments would be favourable to them. He desired, 
in conclusion, to ask the Conference to consider with the utmost care all 
the arguments that he had brought forward, to weigh the grave political 



coiisequerices which might follow a decision contrary to the wishes of the 
Gzecho-Slovak population, and to take into account the immense sacrifices 
which Gzeclio-Slovakia had made in supporting the Entente throughout 
the war. 

(It \ras agreed that the Polish Delegates should be heard on the folloiving 
day, and the meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Astorky Paris, 

September 4, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 51 
Document x 


Le Marechal Foch, Commandant en Chef les Armies Alliees, a Monsieur le 
Presidefit du Conseil, President de la Conference de la Paix {Secretariat) 


fixAT-MAjoR General. 


G.Q.G^. le g septembre igig. 


4243. 

J’ai I’honneur de vous adresser ci-joint copie du compte rendu du Gapitaine 
Laperche, Chef du Groupede liaison pres de la Delegation allemande, transmettant 
la demande faite par Monsieur von Lcrsner, au nom du Gouvernement allemand, 
de voir reduire I’effectif des Delegations des Commissions de Controle, ou tout au 
moins reculer la date de leur depart pour Berlin. 

Je crois devoir a ce propos, faire les obseiwations suivantes : 

1° C’est sur la demande expi’esse du Gouvernement allemand (lettre du 1 1 aout 
de M. von Lersner a Monsieur le President de la Conference de la Paix) cpie le 
Conseil Supr&ne des Allies a pris la resolution^ d’envoyer ‘. . . le plus tot possible 
a Berlin, une Delegation reduite, composee du President et des menibres les plus 
importants de chaqiie Commission, de telle sorte que chaque Puissance participant 
au Controle y soit representee . . . pour fixer, d’accord avec le Gouvernement 
allemand les modalites d’ex^cution des clauses de la Partie V du Trait6 de Paix’. 

2® La composition des Delegations des Trois Commissions (60 officiers, 12 
interpretes, 77 hommes, 13 automobiles) a ete arretee par les Presidents des 
Commissions, en tenant compte de la mission qui leur incombe et de la necessite 
d’avoir dam chacune d’elles des representants de chaque Puissance participant au 
Controle. 

II n’est done pas po.ssibie de reduire leur composition. 

3° La date du depart du 5 septembre a ete fixee en admettant d’une part epue 
les Delegations auraient besoin d ’environ lo jours pour preparer le travail de leurs 
Commissions, d’autre parL que'ie Traite de Paix entrerait en vigueur vers le 
15 septembre. 

J’estime qu’il est indispensable qgxt les Commissions de Controle puissent fonction- 
ner des la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix. 

La date de depart des Delegations ne saurait done etre retardee, a moins que la 
ratification du Iraite de Paix ne doive avoir lieu h. date nettement posterieure a 
celle du 1 5 septembre. 
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J’ai riionneiir de vous demander de vouloir bien me faire coimaitrc la reponse 
que je dois adresser a M. von Lersner. 

P. O. Le Major General 

De.s'I If ;keR 


Document 2 


Compte~Re?idu dii Capitaine Laperche, Chef du Groiipe de Liaison pres de la 
Delegation allemande 


Mission Henry 

VERSAILLES, k 5 septenihrc igig. 

Ge matin, an coui's d’un entretien qu’il avait demande a avoir avec inoi. 
Monsieur de Lersner m’a donne communication d’une depeche qu’ii avait rcrpic 
de. Berlin au sujet de la prochaine arrivee d’une mission inilitaire Interaliiee, 
annoncee par la lettre N° 4193, du 31 aout 1919, du Marechal Commandant en 
chef les Armees Aiiiees. 

Cette Mission qui doit quitter Paris le 5 septembre se compose de. 60 Officiers, 
12 Interpretes, 77 liommes, 13 automobiles. 

Monsieur de Lersner m’a pi’ie de transmettre, d litre ojjicienx au Secretariat de la 
Conference de la Paix, les remarques formulees a ce sujet par son Gouvernement ; 

Le Gouvernement allemand fait obseiYfer que cette mission n’ayant C|u’a 
prepai:gr Finstallation et a organiser les travaux des commissions militaires qui 
n’entreront en fonction qu’apres la mise en vigueur du Traite de Paix, le nombre 
des membres qui la composent semble trop eleve. 

Le Gouvernement allemand voit un grave inconvenient a Fenvoi, difes maintenant, 
d’une mission aussi importante et demande instamment que : 

1° dans le cas oii on jugerait necessaire d’envoyer une mission dfes maintenant 
on en reduise Fimportance. 

2® dans le cas oil on ne jugerait pas possible de diminuer sa composition, on 
retarde de quelque temps son depart. 

Monsieur de Lersner a insiste en me faisant remarquer que Farrivee actuellernent 
d’une telle Mission augmenterait encore les graves difficultes de politicpie interieure 
auxquelles le Gouvernement allemand a presentement a faire face. L'opinion 
publique en Allemagne serait surprise par Farrivee d’une Mission Militaire aussi 
importante, alors c^ue le travail des Commissions Militaires interalliees destinees a 
surveiller Fexecution des Clauses du Traite ne doit commencer qu’apres la mise en 
vigueur du Traite de Paix, et les differents partis politiques trouveraient dans ce 
fait un nouvel element de lutte contre le Gouvernement. 

Laperghe 

Destinataires : Secretariat de la Conference dela Paix, ]£tat-Major Marechal Foch. 
Appendix G TO No. 51 

Del^;gation Roumaine A LA Conference DE LA Paix. 

PARIS, le 3 seplemhrc igig. 

Monsieur le President, . 

Je viens de recevoir un telegramme de Monsieur Bratianoj President du Gonseii 
de Roumanie, m’informant que jusqu’au matin du 31 aout dernier il n’avait pas 



rccii la Note euvoyee par la Conference doiit parlaient des radiogramrnes expedies 
en Rournanic par les Agences telegraphiques. 

iMcinsieur Bratiano a regu mes telegrammes lui annon^ant Finterdiction de tons 
transports militaires pour la Roumanie et il me prie d’attirer Fattention speciale 
de ia Conference sur le caractere pernicieux et dangereux de la politique adoptee 
a regard de la Roumanie. 

CRiant aux aftaires de Hongrie, la Roumanie avait la conviction que par 
Foccupation de Budapest et la destruction du bolchevisme, elle rendait un grand 
service a la cause generale. 

A la suite des conditions qu’on veut creer a la Roumanie sans lui tenir compte 
de ses sacrifices en hommes et materiel, le Gouvernement roumain envisage 
Finteret qu’il aurait de retirer ses troupes en de^a de la Tissa en declinant toute 
responsabilite pour Fetat chaotique dans lequel sera replongee cette region de 
FEurope disputee entre les bolcheviks et les reactionnaires monarchiques. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

N. Misu 

Son Excellence Monsieur G. Glemenceau. 

Appendix D to No. 51 

Le go aout igig. 

Refu le g septembre a 18 heures ^0. 

Le Ministere des Aflaires Etrangeres m’a dit que les troupes roumaines evacue- 
raient le territoire hongrois des que la Hongrie aurait ete desarmee et que les 
Roumains seraient rentres partiellement en possession du materiel de chemin de 
fer qui leur a ete enleve et dont ils ne peuvent se passer pour sauvegarder les 
intdrets economiques du pays. Des que ce double objectif aura ete attaint, la 
Roumanie, m’a dit M. Bratiano, retirera ses troupes. La question hongroise lui 
parait cependant grosse de menaces. L’impression generale est ciu’apres le depart 
des troupes roumaines la Hongrie sombrera dans le Bolchevisme, a moins qu’elle 
n’evolue vers la forme monai’chique, seule capable, semble-t-il, de se maintenir sans 
appui exterieur. Un Gouvernement democratique ne pourrait s’imposer que si le 
pays continuait a etre occupe par les troupes roumaines pendant le laps de temps 
necessaire pour lui perrnettre de s’organiser et de creer une force arrnee susceptible 
d’assurer sa defense et de maintenir Fordre. 

M. Bratiano a ajoutc que c’etait la une question d’ordre general, et que toutes 
les Puissances avaient le meme interet a empecher que Budapest ne redevint le 
centre d’un foyer d’anarchie qui s’entendrait [petendrait] bientot jusqu’a Vienne 
et peut-etre mcme au dela. La Roumanie toutefois n’a nulle intention de jouer le 
role de gendarme de FEntente en depit de celle-ci et ne s’obstinera pas a maintenir 
ses troupes a Budapest, alors que leur presence ne lui a valu jusqu’ici, de ia part de 
ses Allies, que des reproches qu’elle estime n’avoir pas merite. 

Saint-Aulaire 

Appendix E TO No. 517 

The Associated Powers have watched with the deepesf concern the recent 
developments of Roumanian policy in Hungary, which seem to indicate a deliberate 

7 The letter contained in this appendix is printed by F. Deak, op. cit., pp. 492-4. 
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rc.sr;j\ f: of i'KM- i'ul'':rs to Separate themselves from their Allies and pursue an indepeii" 
dent course of their own. 

So long as the Soviet Government of Bela Kun were attacking or threatening 
io .'Utafi; ihf, Roinnanian Army with forces in excess of those permitted by the 
Arm is! ire, iiu,: Roumanian Government were able to allege that self-preservation 
ri-q aired diern to occupy a strong defensive line on Hungarian soil, notwithstand- 
uig tliai the Conference had requested them to retire within their own newly 
drawn frontier. Whatever apparent force this argument may have once possessed, 
it has none now. Events have demonstrated the militaxy impotence of Bela Kun 
as clearly as his political bankruptcy: and assuredly no considerations of national 
security can any longer be urged by the Roumanian Government in defence of 
their recent action. Even if Hungary, under its Soviet Government, did not 
completely carry out the provisions of the Armistice, it was for the Associated 
Governments, by their collective action, to deal tvith the situation thus created, 
not for one of them in isolation to pursue a policy of its own devnsing. This how- 
ever is exactly ^vl■lat Roumania has done, and in a manner which seems wholly 
without excuse, tiungary, suing for peace, already partially disarmed, in the 
throes of revolution, w'ithout allies and without food, has been overrun by troops, 
who under order from Bucharest, systematically strip it of every species of movable 
wealth, alive or dead, which seems worth the labour of transportation. Cattle, 
horses, agricultural implements, raw material, machinery, railw^ay equipment, 
even the outfit of a children’s hospital, choke the lines which lead from Buda-Pesth 
to Roumania. Wherever there are Roumanian soldiers, and Hungarian prisoners 
to woi'k for them, eveiything is being taken that can be taken, however necessary 
it may be to provide employment in the towns or to raise food in the country. The 
economic problem presented by Hungary, in any case difficult of solution, is thus 
becoming rapidly impossible. 

The Associated Powers are well arvare of the provocation which Roumania has 
received. They make no excuses for her enemies. She was abominably treated by 
tiungary and the Allies of Hungary in their hour of triumph ; and if she is now 
plundering on her own account, she has been herself most cruelly plundered. 
Doubtless the majority of her soldiers genuinely believe that, since they are only 
taking back what was once their own, their conduct needs no defence. 

But though this may be true of the Roumanian soldiers, it cannot be true of the 
Roumanian Government. They must be well aware that this rough and ready 
method of exacting reparation is neither just to their allies nor expedient in the 
common interests. If indeed it did no more than impoverish Plungary and enrich 
Roumania it might be said, with truth, that both countries got what they deserved. 
But none knew better than the Roumanian Government that the policy of the 
Associated Powers takes account of far Avider issues and far more complicated 
interests : for in the framing of that policy Roumanian delegates took their share. 

The decisions then anived at assume the truth of two principles, both of which 
are violated by the action of the Roumanian authorities in Hungary, The first 
is that while enemy countries are justly liable for all and more than all they are 
able to pay, this amount will be diminished not increased if they are made the 
victims of exactions which utterly destroy their powers of production. The second 
is that as the war was a common undertaking, the funds obtained for reparatioxis 
should be divided on a fixed scheme among the allies who suffered loss. 

Now the Roumanian Government, when they organised the plundering of 
Hungary, must have been w^ell aware that they were violating both these principles. 
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They must ha.vc known that they were reducing Hungary to a condition in which 
rfhe was iniich more likely to be a charge upon Allied charity than to contribute to 
the rep;!j:u.i.iori. of Allied losses; and they must have known that what was taken 
from Hungary, l^eionged as of right to the general reparation fund and not to any 
single one among the belligerent Powers. 

These considerations are so obvious in themselves, and have been so earnestly 
pressed upon ihe Roumanian Government, that the Associated Powers are 
reluctantly compelled to ask themselves whether Roumania still counts herself 
among tiieir number. None of the events that have occurred during the last fewi- 
^veeks are of a nature to reassure them. Remonstrances addressed to Bucharest 
have remained without reply. Remonstrances addressed to Roumanian representa- 
tives at Paris have been of no effect. Remonstrances made in the name of the 
Conference by the Allied generals at Buda-Pesth have been met with fair promises. 
But the promises have not been kept. Roumania has persistently treated Plungary 
as a conquered province, and herself as its conqueror, sole and irresponsible. 
There is no sign that she still deems herself a member of an Alliance, or that in 
her judgment the Five Great Powers who mainly won the war have any pre- 
dominant claim to settle the terms of peace. 

These are facts which the Conference note with the greatest regret. They 
acclaimed the entry of Roumania into the war: they rejoiced that after a succession 
of calamities which the Western belligerents were pow^erless to prevent, she was 
about to share to the full the fruits of their victory: they never doubted that she 
was to be counted among their Allies. Unhappily, they are forced against their 
will to doubt it now' : and, in one w'ay or the other, for good or for evil, their doubts 
must be resolved, without delay. 

They desire therefore a clear I’eply to the following questions : 

Is Roumania prepared on a date to be fixed by the Conference to withdraw her 
troop.s from Hungary? 

Is she prepared at once to cease appropriating to her use Hungarian property? 

Is she prepared to surrender to the Reparation Commission the property 
already appropriated? 

Is she prepared to co-operate loyally with the Associated Powers, and under 
their direction, in the task of so restoring order in Hungary as to enable a responsible 
Government to negotiate terms of peace? 

The Conference are most unwilling to believe that the Roumanian Government 
will hc.sitate to return an affirmative answer to all these questions. Their refusal 
w'oiild be an immeasurable misfortune. It would shatter the hopes of those who 
see in the unbroken co-operation of the Associated Powers the surest security for 
future peace ; only those w'ouid be content who hold that in the hour of victory no 
alliance can stand the strain of competing national intei'ests. Whether Roumania 
wmild gain by a se\'erancc of .fiiendly relations with her Western Associates, it Is 
for Roumanian statesmen to determine. But the Conference must know, and know 
without delay, where they stand, and how they are henceforward to look upon a 
State they have been proud to call their Ally. 


A. J. B[alfour] 4. 9. 19. 



No. 52 


H, D. 48 .] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai dh'Orsay^ Paris ^ on Friday^ 
September 5, igig, at ii.o a.m. 


Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F, L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

France : M. Glciiienceau, M. Pichon ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. cle Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. C. Russell. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Captain Rossi, 

Interpreter; M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 

U.S.A. : The Flon. H. Gibson, Mr. Johnson, Professor Coolidge, Dr. Lord, 
Mr. A. Dulles. 

Great Britain: Mr. A. Deeper, Colonel F. H. Kisch, Mr, Carr. 

France: M. Tardieu, M. J. Gambon, General Le Rond, M. Laroche, 
M. Hermite. 

Italy: Colonel Castoldi, M. Stranieri. 

Czechoslovakia: Dr. Benes. 

Poland: M. Paderewski, M. Drnowski. 


1 . M. Clemengeau said he had received a telegram from General Dupont, 

, . regarding the situation in Silesia, which wTas reported as being very 

SUeta^ (Appendix A.) He had nothing to propose, but only wished 

to communicate the netvs to his colleagues. 

Mr. Balfour observed that nothing could be done until the Treaty was 
ratified. He hoped that this would take place in about 10 days. 

Mr. Polk said that, according to Mr. Hoover, there was a prospect of the 
situation in Silesia improving. 

2. The Council had before it a draft Article for insertion in the Treaty with 

Bulgaria, proposed by the American Delegation. (Appendix B.) 

Question of PoLK said, that, as his colleagues would remember, he 

the Dobnidj a , , ,, i , • i i r 

had deferred his reply to the question of the frontier benveen 
Bulgaria and Roumania in the Dobrudja, at a previous meeting.^ He had 
realised that there were many reasons against the insertion of any clause such 
as that suggested in the Treaty itself. The American Delegation would be 
satisfied if a sentence to the same effect were inserted in the covering letter 
to the Bulgarian Delegation. It might then be suggested that the ultimate 
settlement should be in the hands, either of the Allied and Associated Powers 
or of the League of Nations. 

^ See No. 50, minute 7. 
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Mil. Balfour pointed out that the covering letter would only be sent 
to the Bulgarians after ail their Notes regarding the Treaty had been 
received. In other words, several weeks would elapse before the letter was 
sent. 

Mr. Polk said that the Bulgarians would certainly raise the point in their 
comments on the Treaty. This would give an opportunity for making a 
statement on the subject. 

Mr. Balfour suggested that the Council should resolve to take up the 
subject again when the covering letter was considered. He was ready, him- 
self, to state that the attribution of Southern Dobrudja to Bulgaria would be 
conducive to a lasting peace in the Balkans. Secondly, he thought that it was 
impossible, as long as Roumania remained an Allied Power, or, at the worst, 
a neutral, to insert any clause in the Treaty with Bulgaria requiring a 
surrender of Roumanian territory. Thirdly, he thought that it would be 
well to consider the matter again at the time of drafting the final covering 
letter. By that time, the attitude of Roumania towards the Conference 
would be defined. The Council would then know what advice could be 
given to the Roumanians and what methods it was right to employ. In any 
case, it would not be possible to make Roumania yield territory unless she 
became an enemy State. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed. He pointed out, however, that according 
to the future provisions of the Treaty with Hungary, Roumania stood a 
chance of receiving considerable accessions of territory in Transylvania and 
Bukovina. Her acquisition of these territories might be made contingent 
on her yielding ground in the Dobrudja. 

Mr. Balfour said that this might be difficult, as the frontiers in Transyl- 
vania and Bukovina had been drawn on ethnological lines. It would be 
difficult to alter these frontiers without violating the principles of the 
Conference. 

Mr. Polk said that a close examination of the boundaries would probably 
reveal some instances on which the ethnological principle had not been 
strictly followed. 

M. PiCHON said that a serious question of principle was involved. The 
Conference, hitherto, had never attempted to revise Treaties anterior to 
the war. 

M. Glemence.'VU said that he thought that dealing with the matter in a 
covering letter was not very practical. A promise to Bulgaria, by the Con- 
ference, that Roumania would be invited to yield territory, would amount to 
nothing. An invitation to Roumania to do so would equally amount to this. 
He wondered whether the basis of a bargain existed anywhere. Without a 
bargain, he thought nothing could be achieved. 

M. Tittoni said that he did not think the question of the Dobrudja could 
be made corollary to the question of Transylvania or Bukovina. The matter 
of Bessarabia, however, remained. He would be inclined to ask Roumania to 
make a concession in the Dobrudja as a condition of obtaining wdiat the 
Goniinission recommended in Bessarabia. ' 
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Mr. Polk observed that he had not suggested making any promises ar 
present. 

M. Glemengeau said the case would be the same in three weeks’ time. 

M. Tardieu observed that the advantage of the procedure suggested by 
Mr, Polk was tliat the Bulgarian Treaty could be proceeded with. 

M. Tittoni said that he understood that the question of the Dobriidja 
would be considered at a later stage, in connection with the question of 
Bessarabia. 

Mr, Polk said that he was ready to adopt Mr. Balfour’s plan; namely, 
first, that in principle, it was accepted as desirable that Rournania should 
yield a part of the Southern Dobrudja to Bulgaria; secondj that no clause to 
this effect should be inserted in the Treaty with Bulgaria; third, that the 
means of obtaining this result should be considered at the time of sending 
the covering letter to the Bulgarians. He wished it to be understood that 
nothing he had said committed him to an offer of Bessarabia to Rournania 
in exchange for Southern Dobrudja. 

(It was agreed that, for the purpose of the Treaty with Bulgaria, *n.o change 
should be made in the frontier between Rournania and Bulgaria, as exist- 
ing at the outbreak of War.) 

3. At this point, M. Dmowski and later M. Benes, and still later M. Pade- 
rewski entered the room. 

^eschm I^MOWSKi said that it was extremely painful to him to have 

to defend his cause against his friends, the Gzecho-Slovaks. He 
had hoped that Poland and Czecho-Siovakia would always stand together 
throughout the Conference. Now they appeared as rival litigants before the 
Council. He thought that the independence of Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia 
was not yet achieved, though the Conference had given a basis for both. In 
return Poland and Czecho-Siovakia owed it to the Allied and Associated 
Powers to be the defenders of peace in Eastern Europe. Pie himself had 
always defended the Gzecho-Slovak cause as if he had been a Gzecho-Slovak 
himself, lie would continue to do so. He would always endeavour to secure 
a friendly agreement between the two neighbouring countries. He thought 
that the worst cause of conflict between neighbours was the subjection of one 
nationality to another. Should this take place, as between Poland and 
Gzecho-Slovakia, friendship between the two countries would never be 
possible, M. Benes had said that full rights would be accorded to the Poles 
ill Tesclien under Gzecho-Slovak sovereignty. The first right of the Poles in 
Teschen was to belong to Poland. M. Benes had further said that the Polish 
claim was based on ethnographical reasons. This was not the case. He was 
prepared to leave ethnography to savants and philologists. Statesmen 
established their claims on the wishes of peoples. The Polish claim was based 
on the national sentiment of the populations in question. The population of 
Teschen was literate. It could not be treated like an inarticulate mass. 
Each man knew what his national feelings were. In the first Slav Congress 
at Prague in 1848, the representative of Teschen had joined the Poles, and 
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the first newspaper published in Teschen during the nineteenth century had 
been written in Polish and not in Czech or in Gemian. His thesis was that 
the country was not so much ethnically Polish as sentimentally and culturally 
Polish. The proof of this was that the Polish Delegation had suggested 
holding a plebiscite and this had been refused by the Gzecho-Slovak Delega- 
tion. On the 5th of November of the preceding year, when the Austrian 
Monarchy broke up, the population of Teschen had, on its own initiative, 
made a provisional settlement of the country. They had divided the country 
into two parts, and the line thus obtained had not aroused any protest either 
in Poland or in Bohemia. Both* nations, therefore, seemed inclined to accept 
it. Difficulties had been made by the political leaders. The Czech people 
had been led to suppose that they could obtain the whole of Teschen from 
the Conference. When the decision of the Commission had been com- 
municated in vague terms to the press in Bohemia, an organised protest by 
means of strikes was decided on. The Czech authorities had stopped trains 
running from Warsaw to Paris, had used troops to force the workmen to 
strike, and had even threatened to flood the mines should the men go to 
work. A German owner, whose Polish workmen wished to work in the mines, 
had told them he could not guarantee their lives. In spite of pressure, never- 
theless, the miners had continued work. This indicated that the country was 
undoubtedly Polish, and unwilling to collaborate in the plan of solving the 
fate of the country by strikes. M. Benes had impugned the Austrian ofiRcial 
statistics of the population in Teschen. He had said that the figures had been 
falsified in favour of the Poles, because of the consistent opposition of the 
Czechs. This was really not the case. The Austrian Government had been 
more anti-Polish in Teschen than anti-Czech, because their strongest adver- 
saries in the area were the Poles. In 1900 the census showed 60% Poles, 
i23% Czechs, 15% Germans. In 1910 the proportion was, 54% Poles, 27% 
Czechs, 18% Germans. From these figures it followed that the Polish per- 
centage was shown as diminished, just as the Czech and German percentage 
rose. It might be inferred that a pro-German policy tended to minimise the 
Polish element, and to increase the Czechs. M. Benes had introduced a 
number of economic reasons. These were very strong. Bohemia, being a 
highly industrialised countiy, needed coal and therefore desired to possess 
the mines, but it could not be laid dowi that need makes ownership. The 
Polish Delegation maintained that the balance should be in favour of the 
national sentiment of the population. By a very strict application of this 
principle, Poland had been deprived of Danzig, which was the lungs of 
Poland. Danzig represented far more for Poland than the mines of Teschen 
for Bohemia. It would not be possible to deprive the Poles of the advantage 
of a rule which had been made to operate against them in favour of defeated 
Germany. He wished to remain the friend of the Gzecho-Slovak republic. 
Poland would desire to sell her coal to her neighbours. In this instance it 
was the quality of the coal that mattered. The coal derived from the Karwin 
Basin was convertible into coke. In Poland there was no coal of this character. 
Should Upper Silesia as a result of the plebiscite go to Poland, there would 
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be some such, coal in Poland, but not much. The gas works in W'arsaw 
employed coal from the Karwin Basin. The Poles needed it more than 
Bohemia, which had coke-producing coal in other parts of the country. 
Bohemia needed ordinary coal. This could not be obtained from tlie Karwin 
Basin. Bohemia had always imported some of her coal from Upper Silesia. 
Should this country go to the Poles, Poland would now become her supplier. 
But the fact that Bohemia required coal from Upper Silesia was a poor 
reason for giving her the Karwin Basin. Bohemia would buy rather more 
coal than she used to, and Poland in return would import her industrial 
products. Poland was very ready to sign a Convention to supply Bohemia 
with enough coal for her industries. It would be far easier to settle the 
matter in this way, than by making an unfair settlement in Teschen. If the 
true national line tvere adopted, Poland would receive 5 1 % of ordinary 
coal and 44% of coke out of the production of Teschen. The Polish Delega- 
tion was ready to yield a certain number of mining communes in which the 
population was not clearly Polish. This would reduce the Polish proportion 
to 39% of ordinary coal, and 22% of coke. Polish ambitions were therefore 
not excessive. Poland required coke perhaps in a less degree than Bohemia 
because less industrial, but, nevertheless, she did need some. Pie thought 
the whole coal situation could be solved on these lines and by means of a 
Convention between the two countries. This would be far easier than by 
committing an injustice in Teschen, against which Poland would always 
protest and which would always disturb the peace. As to the railways, 
M. Benes had said that the Oderberg-Kaschau line was the principal com- 
munication between Bohemia and Slovakia. He begged to point out that 
this line had never served such a purpose before. It was the main line 
between Berlin and Buda-Pest. It carried coal from Upper Silesia to 
Hungary and to the Balkans. It was necessary not for Bohemia, but for 
Poland, when Upper Silesia' became Polish. There were four other lines 
connecting Bohemia and Slovakia. Two of these needed small connecting 
tracks of 8 kilometres in one case and 12 kilometres in the other. If these 
tracks had not been laid, geography was not the culprit. It had been 
Hungarian policy to stifle the development of Slovakia. Now that Bohemia 
and Slovakia were united in one State, no such reasons existed. The Czecho- 
slovak Republic would easily construct what was required and he undertook 
to prophesy that, in 20 years, Bohemia would be connected with Slovakia by 
at least 8 lines of railway. On the otlier hand, Poland required the railway 
from Oderberg to Kaschau to export coal from Upper Silesia. The map 
prepared by the Commission, ^ which he had seen on the previous day for the 
first time, had somewhat alarmed him. In order to attribute to Czecho- 
slovakia the southern portion of this railway, the Commission had handed 
over to Gzecho-Slovakia the most Polish of the Polish areas in Teschen — he 
might almost say the most Polish population in Poland. There were few 
parts of Poland in which the population was 100 per cent. Polish: in this area 
it was. The population had another characteristic. It was protestant in 
2 See No. 50, appendix C. 
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religion. These protestaiit Poles had always taken a very prominent part in 
the Polish national movement and it was these very people whom the Com- 
mission attributed to Gzecho-Slovakia on the pretext that Bohemia required 
the southern part of the Oderberg-Kaschau railway, which, in reality, she 
did not require. It had been pointed out to him by a military authority that 
the line suggested by the Commission would give the Czechs a dominant 
position over the Polish part of the country. He put such considerations 
aside, as he did not wish even to contemplate the thought of war between the 
two countries. On national and economic grounds, he considered the Polish 
claim was right and he would only repeat what he had said at the beginning, 
that the essential condition for good relations between two neighbouring 
States, whose independence was not yet achieved and whose function was 
to be guardians of the peace in Central Europe, was to avoid the subjection 
of the population of either to the other. All he asked for was the application 
of the national principle which had been applied with considerable severity 
against Poland in favour of Germany, 

M. Benes said that the local agreement referred to by M. Dmowski be- 
tween the Czech and Polish populations in Teschen had really been made 
according to the administrative districts which previously existed. It had 
not been intended that the question of ultimate sovereignty should, in any 
way, be pre-judged by this provisional settlement. In Bohemia protests had 
not arisen until the Polish Government had ordered mobilisation in the 
Polish part of the territory, as if the provisional settlement had established 
Polish sovereignty in the area. M. Dmowski had referred to various acts of 
Czech officials. He did not wish, himself, to go into such details, though he 
had numberless reports containing equivalent allegations against Poles. At 
Oderberg and Bogumin Polish troops had forced the Czech workmen to sign 
a petition in favour of annexation to Poland. However, recriminations of 
this kind would be endless and he preferred to avoid the subject. M. Dmowski 
had argued that the census had been falsified against the Poles. In fact, the 
Czechs and Germans had never united against the Poles ; the Poles and 
Germans had always combined against the Czechs. He had previously 
pointed out that the mines in Teschen only exported 25 wagon loads of coke 
to Poland. Bohemia, on the other hand, had to import coal from Upper 
Silesia, which ^v■as to become Polish. Upper Silesia contained quantities 
of coke-producing coal. M, Dmowski had pointed out that Bohemia would 
always depend on Upper Silesia, that is to say, on Poland, for coal. This 
was too true, and Czecho-Slovakia only asked for what was strictly necessary, 
in order not to be at the mercy of every eventuality. M. Dmowski had 
made use of the percentage of coal Poland and Czecho-Slovakia would 
obtain from Teschen should it be divided between them, but had made no 
mention of the immense resources in Poland. But Gzecho-Slovakia required 
30 million tons a year and only produced 26 million tons. Moreover, the 
Treaty forced Gzecho-Slovakia to supply Austria with coal. This would 
leave the industries of the country entirely dependent on Poland. As to the 
railways, it was true that there were communications between Bohemia and 
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Gzeclio-Slovakia [.fzV], but M. Dmowski had omitted to state that the railway 
from Oderberg to Kaschau was the only line going through Slovakia from 
west to east. I’lie Iiills in Slovakia went from north to south and no other 
railway could be built across the country. The Teschen question for Czecho- 
slovakia was analogous to the question of Alsace-Lorraine for France. 
The culture of the country was Gzecli. This was evidenced by the habits 
of the people, their dress and the architecture of their houses. All these 
resembled what prevailed in Moravia. A large part of the admittedly 
Polish population of Teschen had declared in favour of union with Czecho- 
slovakia; in case of a plelDiscite, this population would vote in the same 
sense. 

M. Paderewski said that he was almost ashamed to join M. Dmowski 
against M. Benes. M. Benes however was a champion who would, he felt 
sure, be equal to both of them. In any case, he did not mean to be aggressive. 
No one more than himself desired good relations with Czeclio-Slovalda. It 
was the destiny of the two countries to live in peace and it was also their 
duty. They owed it to the Allied and Associated Powers who had given them 
independence, to humanity, and to their own exhausted peoples. Discord 
would not prevail between Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia if M. Benes and he 
could make mutual concessions. The Teschen area interested Czecho- 
slovakia because of its coal. It interested Poland because of its population. 
The arguments on one side were economic and on the other side national. 
M. Benes, taking as his model the judgment of Solomon, suggested cutting 
the country in two. Poland protested. It might be inferred on which side 
was real maternity. In any case, the child had reached the age of discretion 
and was able to say to which country it belonged. There were, in addition, 
impartial observers, among whom he quoted the work of two Bohemian 
savants. It was true that there were some villages in Teschen with a Czech 
majority. M. Dmowski had told the Council that Poland did not claim them. 
As the Polish Delegation had good reason to know, States were better off 
without alien minorities. M. Benes’ remarks about coal might lead the 
Council to suppose that his country was in dire peril. Was coal so important 
a matter as to justify the subjugation of an unwilling population and the 
estrangement of a country nearly four times as big as’Czecho-Slovakia? On 
the same lines, what should Italy do, seeing that she had neither coal, oil nor 
forests? In reality, was Gzecho-Slovalda so poor in coal? Out of a produc- 
tion of million tons of lignite throughout the former monarchy, 83 
per cent, had been produced in Bohemia and 86 per cent, of Austrian and 
Hungarian coal came from Bohemia. These figures proved Bohemia to be 
one of the richest coal-producing countries in the world, after Great Britain, 
America and Germany. These figures were derived from an authority who 
would not be denied by M. Benes; they were derived from the work of 
President Masaryk, M. Benes had stated that Gzecho-Slovakia needed 30 
million tons of coal and had only 26 million. If President Masaryk’s figures 
were not accepted, he would refer to statistics. In 1913, 34 million tons of 
brown and black coal (23 million brown and ii million black) had been 
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produced in Bohemia; divided among 13 million inhabitants, this represented 
two thousand Mlos. per head of brown and 900 kilos, per head of black coal. 
Poland, in the same year, had produced 11,814,000 tons of black coal and 
952,000 tons of coke for a population now amounting to 29 millions. This 
represented not even 400 Idlos. per head. In view of the tragic situation in 
Upper Silesia, the Council could judge whether Poland could lightly abandon 
the coal of Teschen. If Upper Silesia became Polish, the situation would be 
different and Poland would make every concession in order to supply Czecho- 
slovakia with the coal she required. This matter could be settled between 
the experts of the two countries. As to the railways, M. Dmowski had 
pointed out that all Czecho-Siovalda need do to perfect her communications 
was to build two lines measuring 8 and 12 kilometres. Poland wished to be 
a good neighbour to Gzecho-Slovakia and was ready to bear half the cost of 
construction. Before concluding, he would like to quote an incident of his 
last journey to Poland. At the first frontier station in Teschen in an open 
field were gathered some 3,000 persons, mostly workmen, women and 
children. It was raining hard but he was received with songs, music and 
speeches. Several speeches were made. The one which struck him most was 
made by a workman, who said that the quarrel between the Poles and 
Czechs should be put an end to as soon as possible. The Czechs and Poles 
were both Slavs and cousins. The Czechs ought to have ail the coal that 
could be spared, but no Polish land should be given to them and no Czech 
land to the Poles, The speaker might now be dead, as the place he lived in 
had been much oppressed by the Germans, who were shooting the Poles 
like rabbits. The moral of his speech had been understood in Warsaw. He 
hoped that it might be understood in Prague. 

M. Benes said that Czecho-Slovakia was not only interested in Teschen 
for its coal. The country was connected with the rest of Gzecho-Slovakia by 
history, culture and administrative bonds. Mere figures could not determine 
the question. The future needs of Czecho-Slovakia must be taken into con- 
sideration. The statistics quoted by M. Paderewski were not conclusive. 
Production had been far more intensive in Bohemia than in Poland. Oii 
the other hand, the possibilities of production in Poland were infinitely 
greater than in Czecho-Slovakia. He had been himself as conciliatory as 
possible, but it must be remembered that he was not alone and that the 
peoples in both countries were passionate and excitable. It was better that 
each should be self-sufficient, as if either depended for vital necessities upon 
the other, there would be no solid peace. In other cases the Conference had 
sacrificed small minorities in order to establish lasting arrangements. This 
was a case in which this method should be put in practice, as had been done 
in the case of Ratibor against Gzecho-Slovakia. Perfection could not be 
attained. If Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia were independent of one another 
in respect of their vital needs, agreement between them would be easy. In 
any case, whatever the decision of the Conference, he would faithfully observe 
it and, in so doing, continue the policy he had consistently followed from the 
start, that of seeking friendship with Poland. 
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4. Tlie letter coiitain.ed in Appendix was appro^^ed and signed hj M. 

Imir^UonaoSi, CkmcDceau. 

George Clerk on his Tlie note to tlie Roumanian Government (See h. d. 47 
Aiission to Bucharest Minute 3 and Appendix E), was signed by ail the delegates. 

5. The draft of Article 48 for insertion in the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria 

Access of Bulgaria 
to the Aegean Sea 


(Appendix D)^ was accepted, subject to the approval of 
Mr. Polk to be communicated later in the day to the Secre- 


tariat-General. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Astoria Hotel. Paris, 
j^ih September, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 52 
Rapport du General Dupont 

BERLIN, le septembre igig 

Affaires de Silesie. 

D’apres ie Gapitaine fran^ais Poupard, qui vient d’arriver de Silesie, la situation 
dans ce pays est iairientable. 

Le pays vit sous la terreur exercee par les troupes aiiemandes. G’est Dinant, 
e’est Lille, exasperes encore si possible par la haine farouche centre les Polonais et 
la rage de la defaite. 

Gomme partout oil sevit la soldatesque prussiemie, tous, Allemands compris, 
sauf les fonctionnaires et les Hakatistes [? Spartakistes], soupirent apres son depart 
et demandent I’ordre et la paix sous une occupation alliee. 

Ainsi que je vous Tai expose deja, il sera difficile au Gouvernement de faire 
accepter cette idee par les partis d’opposition, II depend d’eux par Famine qui ne 
consent a le soutenir qu’a condition qu’il fasse tout ce qu’elle veut. Sans doute, il 
faut obtenir cet assentimeiit, mais il faut aussi que le peuple reconnaisse que ses 
dirigeants sont obliges de ie donner. La persuasion ne suffira done pas, je le crains. 

L’effectif des troupes a affecter a cette occupation dependra essentiellement de 
F importance des rnesures prises pour forcer le consentement de FAllemagne.- 

Dupont. 

3 Not printed. In this letter, dated September 5, 1919, from M. Clemenceau to Sir 
George Clerk the latter was formally notified of the decision as to his mission to Bucharest 
taken by the Supreme Council on the previous day (see No. 51, minute 3). The letter con- 
tinued: ‘Jc vous serai done reconnaissant de vous rendre le plus tot possible a Bucarcst en 
qualite d’envoye des Puissances Alliees et Associees; ceci n’implique pas que vous soyez 
charge de donner oralement au Gouvernement Roumain un commentaire officiel a la note 
des Alli& : toutefois vous demeurerez entierement fibre de repondre, a titre semi-offici-ei, a 
toute demande d’eclaircissements qui vous serait adressee par les autorit& roumaiues et de 
vous preler, cet effet, h toutes conversations que vous jugerez necessaires.’ 

No. 51. 

5 Not printed. The draft article was as in the final text of article 48 of the Treaty of 
Ncuilly. 



Appendix B to No. 52 

Projet d' Article d merer dans le Traite avec la Bulgarie 

Les Principales Puissances Alliees et Associees se reservent le dx'oit d’examiner 
Fattribiition de la Dobroudja et d’inviter la Roumanie a ceder a la Bulgarie telle 
partie de la Dobroudja od les Roumains sont en minorite et les Bulgares en majorite, 
dans les conditions que les Puissances Alliees et Associees estimeront justes et 
equitables. 


No. S 3 

H. D. 49.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Monday, 

September 8, igig, at ii.o a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Flarrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

France : M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
■ lot, M. Massigii. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, Baron Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Gapt. Ghapin. British Empire: Gapt. E. 

Abraham. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Gapt. Rossi. 

Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A.: Hon. H. Gibson, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: Mr. Garr, Golonel Kisch. 

France: M. Jules Gambon, General Desticker, General Le Rond, 
M. Laroche, M. Kammerer, M. Hermite. 

Italy: Col. Castoldi, M. Ricci-Busati, M. Brambilla. 

I. 

Languase to k vsed in the [Not printed] 

Conventions taking the 
place of the Acts of Berlin 
and Brussels 

2. M. Glemenceau said that the Germans had first asked the Conference to 
. . send Commissions of Control to Germany before the Treaty 

CoreJolbi^Gerniany force. Consequently advance detachments had 

been appointed and each of the Allied Powers had been 
represented in each section. The Germans had then sent a request that 
the despatch of the Commissions should be delayed as they appeared to 
them to be too numerous. The Council then decided to postpone the 
sending of the advance detachments (see h.d. 47, Now it appeared 

^ No. 51, minute I. 
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that the Germans withdrew their objection to the numbers aiK.l dcsiix’d 
the Clommissions to be sent at once. He suggested that the Goriimissioiis 
should accordingly be sent immediately and be composed in the manner 
already decided on. He was informed that General Noilet was ready to 
begin. 

Mr. Polk said that it was understood that the United States could not 
make appoiiitriients for the present. 

(It was decided that the advance delegations of the Inter- Allied Commissions 
of Control should he sent to Germany forthwith.) 

3. The Council had before it a reply from the German Delegation regarding 
the ultimatum of the Conference and a draft answer to 
Reply to the Note of the reply. (See Appendices B and G.) 

Gevnm Delegation Balfour said that he thought the draft a somewhat 

tile German CansiHu- answer. It was the general desire that Germany 

tion should carry out the Treaty, but no one wished her to do 

so under compulsion, whether by arms or by blockade. 
This would be a misfortune not only for Germany but for the Allied and 
Associated Powers. Germany should be given every chance of behaving 
reasonably. The draft said very truly that the German Government was not 
the final authority on the interpretation of the Treaty, but the same might 
be alleged against the Allied and Associated Powers. The interpretation of 
the Treaty had now become a subject for jurists. He did not think that the 
Council was the final authority regarding its interpretation. 

M. Tittoni observed that two points in the German reply had not been 
met in the answer. The first was a legal point. Article 178 of the German 
Constitution declared that no Article in the Constitution should affect the 
Treaty of Peace. Article 61 was thereby rendered ineffective. The second 
was, that in threatening the extension of the occupation, the Allies were not 
taking their stand on any Article in the Treaty. Neither of these points were 
met in the draft reply. 

M. Glemenceau said that this had been deliberately done. He did not 
think that either of these points required a reply. It was hardly tolerable that 
Germany should violate the Treaty and that the Allies should remain bound 
by it. The question of legality should have been raised when the letter had 
been drafted on behalf of the Conference to the German Government. It 
was impossible now to withdraw from the position then taken up. He 
reminded the Council that the Austrians were at the moment represented in 
the German Assembly. This could not be tolerated. He was persuaded tliat 
if the Allies threatened to carry out what they had indicated, they would not 
be forced to execute their threats. Austria had not yet signed the Treaty and 
was not, therefore, bound in the same way as Germany, but it must be 
remembered that she protested against the clause that prevented her from 
joining Germany. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed with M. Glemenceau’s contention that the 
Allies could not withdraw from the position they had taken up. He thought 
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that perhaps it might be as well to begin by answering the German argu- 
ments. When this had been done the Council could be as stiff as it wished. 
He would like to consult the Jurists in respect to the first part of the answer. 

M. Glemenceau said that he was quite ready to adopt this method and 
asked Mr. Polk to prepare the draft. 

(It Y/as agreed that a new draft answer to the German reply concerning 
Article 61 of the German Constitution should be prepared by Mr. Polk 
and sulmiitted to the Council on the following day.) 


4. The Council had before it a letter from M. Pachitch, dated September 
4th, 1919 (Appendix D)A protesting against certain of 
Protest of the Serb-Croat~ provisions in the Treaty between the Principal Allied 
Slovene Delegation Associated Powers and the Kingdom of the Serbs, 

ZToUcLIfUbZi- “‘i Slovenes (see Appendix E)A 

lies M. Berthelot said that the protest of the Delegation 

was a long one. The main desideratum was that no 
mention in the preamble should be made of the year 1913, in order that 
Serbian sovereignty over territories acquired in Balkan wars should not be 
limited. The argument was that, as Serbia had settled her own affairs then 
without the help of Europe, the settlement she had made ought not to be 
called in question now. 

M. Tittoni asked whether this rec^uest applied to a matter of form only 
or to a matter of substance. If only a matter of form was involved, he would 
agree. Otherwise, the effect would be that minority clauses would not apply 
to Macedonia. 


M. PiCHON observed that they would not apply to the part of Macedonia 
acquired by Serbia in the Balkan War. 

M. Tittoni reminded the Council that the Commission had recommended 


the appointment of a Commissioner to reside in Macedonia on behalf of the 
League of Nations; the Council had decided against this. It was now asked 
to go much further in the opposite direction and to exclude Macedonia from 
the protection of the League of Nations. This, he thought, was not acceptable. 

M. Berthelot said that, if the passage of the preamble objected to by the 
Scrb-Groat Delegation were suppressed, the change would be a matter of 
foi'in, but the change carried with it an alteration to Article 9, the last 
paragraph of which would have to be struck out. This v/ould have to be a, 
substantial change. It was questionable, however, whether the Conference 
could enact any measures aflectiiig the pre-war acquisitions of any State. If 
the last paragraph of Article 9 were suppressed, some other Article would be 
inserted to make the language and educational clauses applicable to Mace- 
donia. This however represented intrusion in another form. It was question- 
able whether such intrusion was legitimate. 

® Not printed. The contents of this letter were as indicated by M. Berthelot, The letter 
is printed in English translation by D. H. Miller, op, cit., vol. xiii, pp. 450-5. 

» Not printed. This draft, headed ‘5® epreuvfr-2 septembre 1919’, was, apart from certain 
textual variation (see No. 54, minute 4 and note 4), the same as the final treaty. 
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M. PicHON observed that, when the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913 had been 
called ill question in relation to the RoumanianSj M. Tittoni had declared 
tliat tlie Conference had no power to modify pre-'war Treaties. 

Tittoni explained he had maintained the Treaty could not be abro- 
gated, but that the Conference was free to introduce stipulations into its 
Treaties even in contradiction of the terms of that Treaty, by which they were 
not themselves bound. Pie observed that the Commission had unanimously 
decided that protection for minorities was necessary in Macedonia. 

M. Glemengeau said that he did not feel bound by the unanimous decision 
of the Commission. In his opinion, the Council could attach conditions to 
territory which it gave ; it could not attach any conditions to territory previously 
acquired. He suggested that M. Berthelot should draft the additional clauses 
intended to preserve the linguistic and educational guarantees of the popula- 
tion in Macedonia before discussing the matter any further. 

M. Tittoni said that the view of the British Delegate on the Committee 
had been that the Balkan settlement in 1913 was not final until its recognition 
by the Powers. This recognition had not taken place, as negotiations on the 
subject had been interrupted by the outbreak of the Great War. 

M. Berthelot said that the Treaty of Bucharest was valid even without 
a recognition by the Great Powers. 

M. Tittoni obseiwed that recognition was necessary to give the Treaty 
full authority from a diplomatic point of view. He reminded the Council 
of its previous conclusion, that the pi-otection of minorities was even more 
necessary in Macedonia than elsewhere. It was now suggested that Mace- 
donia should be excluded from tlie operation of the Treaties intended to 
protect minorities. 

M. Glemengeau said that the problem was exactly as M. Tittoni stated. 
It was for this reason that he would like to see a new formula before con- 
tinuing the discussion of the question. 

Mr. Balfour said that the discussion was concerned with two questions — 
one relating to international law and practice, and the other to the situation 
of the Macedonian population. In regard to the first, he thought there was 
no great difference of opinion between the French and British Delegations. 
Both thought that the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913 was not a completed 
transaction until ratified by the Great Powers. This ratification had not 
taken place because of the outbreak of the Great War. The French Delega- 
tion recognised that the general situation in the Balkans, especially regarding 
financial arrangements, was not final before the outbreak of hostilities in 
1914, The French and British Delegations were, therefore, in accord in 
thinking that the Great War had cut into the necessary completion of the 
Balkan settlement. This appeared to afford some justification to those who 
thought that on the legal point, the Conference had a right to alter what had 
been agreed on in the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913. On the other point, he 
thought that all were entirely agreed. Special protection for the Mace- 
donians was necessary. Some means might be found of affording the 
Macedonians special protection in a manner satisfactory to the Powers, 
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but it was unlikely to be satisfactory to Serbia. The Serbians thought that 
ail they had acquired in 1913 should be outside the control of the Powers, 
The Powers thought that the considerable accession of territory to Serbia 
and the special difficulties of Macedonia justified them in exercising control 

M. Glemengeau said that all he desired was to find a text which might be 
acceptable. The Minority Glauses were unpopular and must be made 
palatable by some concession, 

Mr. Polk said that the Council had previously concluded that Mace- 
donia required a special guarantee. 

M. Berthelot said it would be very difficult to find a formula reconciling 
(a) the absence of reference to 1913, and {b) special protection for the Mace- 
donians. As the Treaty now stood, the Serbians would probably refuse to 
sign on the following Wednesday.^ He, therefore, suggested, that he be 
authorised to have an interview with M. Vesnitch. If M. Vesnitch agreed 
to a compromise, the situation might be saved. If not, the reference to 1913 
could be preserved, and if the Serbo-Groat-Slovene Delegation refused to 
sign the Treaty with Austria, the risk must be run. As to the minor points 
raised in the letter (Appendix D^), he suggested that the Committee be 
allowed to dispose of them. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the compromise, as suggested by M. Berthelot, 
should, when drafted, be submitted to the Committee also, 

M. Berthelot pointed out that the Delegation also asked for a modifica- 
tion of Article 1 1 . He did not think this could be accepted, and he suggested 
that the request be refused. 

M. Glemengeau said that this might be considered on the following day, 
together with the other points raised on the subject. 

(It was decided that M. Berthelot should consult with M. Vesnitch as to a 
formula, affording protection to the population of Macedonia, in a manner 
acceptable to the Serho-Croat-Slovene Delegation. This formula, if 
agreed on, should be submitted to the Council after consaltation with the 
Committee on New States, to wliicli the other points raised in M. Pachitch’s 
letter (Appendix D^) were also referred.) 


5- M, Glemengeau said that he had just received a letter from the Roumanian 
Delegation, offering to sign the Treaty with Austria, with 
Roiimmian reservation reservation, regarding Article 60, concerning minorities, 

“--de. (Appendix F.) 

wiik Austria Balfour asked whether any power could sign a. 

Treaty with reservations. 

M. Glemengeau said that this had not been permitted in the case of the 
Treaty with Germany. He thought it was necessary that a Powder should 
sign, or should not sign. 

M. PiOHON observed that Article 60, which he read, covered the whole 
case of the protection of minorities everywhere. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the substitution of the expression ‘League 
4 September 10, 1919. 
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of Nations’ for the expression Trincipal Allied and Associated Powers’ might 
perhaps induce the Roumanians to be more tractable. If so, he would adopt 
the alteration . The Roumanian argument was, that if each of the Allied and 
Associated 'Powers considered itself the protector of minorities in Roumania, 
there would be no end to their troubles. If, on the other hand, the League 
of Nations was the only Court of Appeal, the matter could be settled without 
repeated diplomatic interventions at Bucharest. 

Mr. Balfour, observed that if the words ‘Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers’ were deleted, and the words ‘League of Nations’ introduced, Article 
6o would stipulate that there should be a Treaty with the League of Nations. 
This appeared to be impossible. 

M. Tittoni said that he understood the clauses for the protection of 
minorities had been formulated by the Conference, and accepted by the 
Poles, Serbs and Czechs in the Treaties signed with these small States. The 
-League of Nations had been introduced to supervise the execution, but 
the clauses had been framed by the Allied and Associated Powers and the 
Treaties had been signed with them. If so, it was hardly possible to mention, 
clauses to be framed by the League of Nations, which did not yet exist, seeing 
that the clauses had already been framed by the Allied and Associated 
Powers. He thought Roumania must accept the clauses as laid down, but 
that she might be asked to accept the supervision of the League of Nations 
for the execution of these clauses. Since the other small States had agreed, 
Roumania must also agree. 

M. PiCHON pointed out that Roumania would only acquire the Bukovina 
from. Austria. The area she was likely to obtain from Hungary, i.e., Transyl- 
vania, was far bigger. If Article 6o in. the Treaty with Austria were confine“d 
to the Bukovina, possibly Roumania would accept. At all events, she would 
be on worse ground for refusing. 

M. Tittoni said that if this would induce Roumania to sign the Treaty 
with Austria, the expedient might be accepted. 

M. PiGHON said that he was not certain that this would induce Roumania 
to sign. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought an exception in favour of Roumania could 
not be made. Poland had signed the minority Treaty, in spite of its extreme 
unpopularity in Poland. M. Paderewski had overcome great opposition 
before he was able to sign it. If Roumania were now allowed to evade a 
similar Treaty, M. Paderewski and his country would feel that they had 
been treated unjustly. 

Mr. Balfour agreed. He thought that Poland had deserved far better 
of the Conference than Roumania. 

M. Glemenceau said that Mr. Polk’s argument concerning M. Paderewski 
and Poland was very strong. If Roumania would not sign, he would like 
to know what effect this would produce on the rest of the Treaty. 

M. Tittoni asked whether the Minority Glauses for Roumania were the 
same as those for the other new States, 

M. Berthelot said that the clauses were the same for all. There was a 
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special clause for the protection of Jews in Ronmania, and this clause also 
applied to Poland. 

(It was decided to consult the Drafting Committee on the legal issues 
involved.) 

(The Members of the Drafting Committee then entered the room.) 

M, Glemengeau asked M. Fromageot what legal effect would result from 
the absence of a Roumanian signature to the Treaty. Roumania was un- 
willing to sign the Treaty without making a reservation on Article 6o. The 
Council was unwilling to allow her to sign with a reseiwation. What, then, 
was the situation, for Roumania, should her signature be refused, and for 
the Powers that did sign? 

M. Fromageot said that if Roumania did not sign, she would not be a 
party to the Treaty, could claim no advantages under it, and be made 
subject to no obligations established by it. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether Roumania would still be at war with Austria. 

M. Fromageot said that war could cease without a Treaty, just as it could 
begin without a formal declaration. War was a state of fact. War, for 
instance, had ceased between France and Mexico without a Treaty. 

M. Glemengeau asked vrhat would happen to the Bukovina. 

M. Fromageot said that, according to his personal opinion, Roumania 
could claim no rights over the Bukovina on the ground of a Treaty she did 
not sign. 

M. Glemengeau said that the Roumanians would doubtless stay in the 
country without the consent of the Powers. He asked whether she could 
acquire any financial or economic rights. 

M. Fromageot said that no such rights could be acquired under the 
Treaty, if Roumania did not sign it. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether Austrian rights in the Bukovina would be 
extinguished, 

M, Fromageot said that there was an article requiring Austria to give up 
her rights in the Bukovina. This article would stand, even though Roumania 
did not take up the inheritance. It might, perhaps, be stipulated that the 
abandonment of the rights in the Bukovina be made in favour of the Allied 
and Associated Powers, as it was clear that none but a signatory to the Treaty 
could acquire rights transferred by it. 

Mr. Balfour asked whether it would be possible to adopt the suggestion 
of substituting the League of Nations for the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, as it was their supervision that Roumania appeared to resent. 

Mr. HuPvSt pointed out that if the League of Nations were substituted for 
the Allied and Associated Powers, the question regarding the protection of 
minorities would come before the Gouncil of the League. By the constitution 
of the League, Roumania, if concerned, would have the right to be present 
in the Council. As no decision of the Gouncil was operative without liiianimity, 
the mere presence of Roumania would secure no interference with her policy. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that a similar difficulty would arise in respect of 

648 



the Treaty with liiiiigary. Roumania might be satisfied with the actual 
possession of the Biikovina and Transylvania without a title de jure to either, 
because she might argue that neither Austria nor Hungary would be able for 
a long time to dispute her possession. But in the case of Bessarabia, unless she 
acquired treaty rights, it must be clear to her that Russia, once she was 
restored to power, would certainly wish to regain the country. In this 
instance, Roumania would see that she required the assistance of the Allied 
and Associated Powers or the League of Nations. This might be pointed 
out to her, and she might be influenced by this argument. 

Mr. Polk said that he was not prepared to bribe Roumania into good 
behaviour. Pie did not think that the Council had fallen so low as to be 
forced to resort to such tactics. 

M. Tittoni pointed out that he would not have made his proposal unless 
he had regarded Roumania as helving a good title to Bessarabia. 

Mr. Polk said that he quite understood this. 

Mr. Balfour said that he thought the proper course was to make no 
mention of Bessarabia at ail. He would confine himself to reasoning with 
the Roumanians, and pointing out that Poland, Serbia, Czecho-Slovalda, 
had all accepted similar treaties. This would put the Roumanians on bad 
ground for maintaining their refusal. 

M. Glemenceau said that it might be added that Roumania had failed 
to carry out what she had undertaken to do under the Treaty of Berlin of 1878, 

Mr. Polk thought it might be stipulated in Article 59 that the surrender 
of the former Duchy of Bukovina should be made in favour of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

Mr. Balfour said this would do away with any necessity for a letter to 
the Roumanian Delegation. 

Mr. Polk agreed that this might be reserved for use in case the Roumanians 
refused to sign. The change might be made by a special protocol added to 
the Treaty. 

M. Glemenceau said he thought the Roumanians w^ould be sufficiently 
punished if they did not sign, by the effects of their not being parties to 
the Treaty, 

Mr. Balfour said that he would accept any suggestion which did not 
involve a postponement of the signature of the Treaty. 

M. Tittoni said that he would adhere to Mr. Polk’s suggestion, if there 
were the time to spare. He pointed out that there was yet time to penalise 
Roumania in the Treaty with Hungary, from which she expected to receive 
Transylvania, 

M. Fromageot pointed out that a special protocol could be contrived, 
permitting Roumania to sign the Treaty with Austria, after the other Powers. 

Mr. Polk said that he had received visits from some of the Roumanian 
Delegation. He thought that the Roumanians wished to be conciliatory, 
but at the bottom of their attitude was a sense of grievance that they were 
not obtaining their due share of reparations. They thought that they were 
faring less well than France and Belgium in this respect. 
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M. Glemengeau said he thought the best suggestion to adopt was Mr. 
Balfour’s, namely, that an answer be sent to the Roumanians, arguing with 
them that Poland and the other new States had accepted the minority 
clauses. As to the Bukovina, Transylvania and Bessarabia, lie thought it 
would be better to say nothing, but to wait and see what action the Rou- 
manians would take. 

(It was accordingly decided that no alteration should be made in Article 60 
of the Treaty with Austria, and that Mr. Balfour should prepare a draft 
answa^r to the Roumanian Delegation, in the spirit of the above discus- 
sion, and that the draft should be submitted to the Council on the following 
day.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Astoria, Paris, 

September 8, igig 


Appendix B to No. 53 
Translations 

VERSAILLES, September 5, igig 

The President of the German Delegadon. 

No, 17. 

Mr. President ; 

The Allied and Associated Powers are of the opinion, according to their note of 
September 2, that the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2, of the German 
Constitution, on the subject of the right of German-Austiia to participate in the 
Reichsrat, is a formal violation of Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, and they require 
the German Government to take within fifteen days appropriate measures to 
avoid this violation by declaring Article 61, paragraph 2, null and void. On this 
subject, the German Government replies as follows: 

In this connection, the German Delegation at Versailles called attention in its 
observations on the peace conditions, during the discussion of Article 80 of the 
Treaty, wliich observation was sent to the Allied and Associated Governments 
on May 29, to the fiict that Germany had never had and would never have the 
intention of changing the Germ ano- Austrian frontier by force, but that it could 
not undertake to oppose a possible desire of the population of Austria to reconstruct 
the unity of the state with the lands of the old German stock. The Allied and 
As.sociatcd Governments replied in their note of June 16, 1919, that they took note 
of Germany’s renunciation of any violent change of the Germano-Austrian frontier. 
The Germans concluded therefore that they would not be going counter to the 
prescriptions of Article Bo of the Peace Conditions; which ends in bringing forward 
the future possibility of a change to be brought about in the independence of 
Austria with the consent of the . League of Nations, if this possibility could be 
brought about by the friendly rapprochement of the two nations, corresponding 
to the right of nations to self-determination. It is this interpretation w^hich led to 

5 The German text of the note contained in this appendix is printed in Veihandlungen der 
verfassunggshenden Nationalversammlung, vol, 340, no. 1793, as cited by F. Berber in Das Diktat 
von Versailles (Essen, 1939) vol. i, pp. 542-5. 
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the inserlKjji of the }>rovi3ioriS of Article 6i, paragraph 2, in the Ccrmiin (honstitu- 
tion. In th.e hj-st pnrt, these provisions regulate the right of Gerrnau-Austi’ia to vote 
in Ifie Rcirh,sra,t, purely and simply in case the union of the connlry with 
Gerjnan i'hnpirc tukc.s place, without in any way dealing with the facts o!! whtdi 
sacii a union rniglu depend. In the second part of these provisions, tlic repre.seuta- 
ti\ cs Oi Gerrnan-Austria are granted the right to a consulting voice in the Reiclssrat 
until the union takes place. The independence of German-Austria, as wcl! as th.c 
hypothesis admitted by Germany in the Peace Treaty^ of a change in tluU: indepen- 
dence, were not to be infringed, for the provisions make the right to participate in 
the sessions of the Reichsrat depend on the free opinion of Gennari-Austria, and 
bind the counti'y to no relations of common or international law. 

In spite of this state of affairs, the Allied and Associated Powers consider the 
admission of German-Austrian representatives as incompatible with the guarantees 
of independence for the country as specified by' Article 8o of die Peace Treaty'^, 
because this admission would put this country on the same footing as the countries 
constituting the German Empire, becau.se it would ci'eate a political bond between 
Germany and Austria and because it would bring about a political action commoii 
to the two countries. This interpretation by the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments brings forward an interpretation of Article 8o of the Peace Treaty which is 
in opposition to the interpretation hitherto admitted by the Germans. In the 
presence of the note of the Allied and Associated Powers, Germany is not in a 
position to maintain the point of view she has held up to the present. Hence a 
change in the contents of the German Constitution is not necessary. The Allied 
and Associated Governments have already brought out in their note the fact that 
Article 1 78 of the Constitution stipulates very simply that the conditions of the 
Peace Treaty cannot be affected by the Constitution. This article was inserted 
with a view to avoiding all possible contradictions that might arise between the 
provisions of the Constitution and the conditions of the Peace lYeaty, of which 
the interpretation is in many^ cases doubtful. The reserves formulated in this 
article cover ail the provisions of the Constitution, including the above-mentioned 
provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2. Therefore, if the prescriptions of Article 61 , 
paragraph 2, in themselves are in contradiction wdth a clause of the Peace Treaty, 
it results automatically that this prescription remains null and void. The German 
Government declares consequently^ that the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2, 
of the Constitution are null and void, that specifically the admission of German- 
Austrian representatives to the Reichsrat cannot be effected until the Council of 
the League of Nations consents, according to Article 80 of the Peace Treaty, to a 
modification in the relations which political law accoi’ds to German Austria. 

Although the affair in c|uestion is settled by the preceding declaration according 
to the desire of the Allied and Associated Governments, the German Government 
feels itself obliged to make the following fundamental remarks: from its point of 
view the German Government has never given, on the subject of the alleged 
contradictions between the German Constitution and the Peace Treaty, any 
occasion for a demand for explanation so peremptory as the terms of the note of 
the Allied and Associated Powers. If, in case of a refusal to meet their, requirements, 
these Governments threaten to extend the zone of occupation, and if, in order to 
do this, they base their authority on Article 429 of the Peace Treaty, it is necessary 
to specify that the Treaty in no wise authorizes such a measure, quite independently 
of the fact that the Allied and Associated Governments have not yet ratified the 
Treaty and that for this reason they cannot support their claim from the juridical 
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point of view. Article 429 provides under certain conditions a longer period of 
occupation, but no territorial extension. Consequently, the German Government 
can see in the menace of such a measure only an act of violence profoundly to be 

regretted. 

Accept, . . . 


Appendix G to No. 53 

Projet de Reponse d la Lettre du 5 aout \septemhre\ de la Delegation Allemande 
an sujet de V Article 61 de la Constitution Allemande 

Par leur note en date du 2 septembre courant, les Puissances Aliiees et Associees 
ont invite le Gouvernement allemand a prendre telles mesures que de droit pour 
effacer sans delai, en declarant nul Particle 61, second alinea, de la Constitution 
allemande, la violation de Particle 80 du Traite de Paix du 28 juin 1919, resultant 
de la promulgation, le ii aout 1919, dudit article 61 — 2° de cette constitution. 

La Delegation allemande a Versailles, par sa note du 5 septembre courant, a 
porte a la connaissance des Puissances Aliiees et Associees une explication interpre- 
tative, que le Gouvernement allemand (qui n’a aucune qualite pour interpreter 
valablement la Constitution) declare donner dudit article 61 — 2° de la Constitu- 
tion allemande et qui, dans Popinion de ce Gouvernement, rendrait inutile une 
modification de la constitution. 

Cette explication ne constituant pas la reponse que, par la note du 2 septembre 
courant ci~dessus rappelee, le Gouvernement allemand avait ete invite a donner; 
les Puissances Aliiees et Associees font connaitre a la Delegation Allemande que, 
faute par le ’ Gouvernement allemand de satisfaire a cette invitation, elles se 
verront contraintes, a Pexpiration du delai fixe et actuellement en cours, de 
recourir aux moyens prevus aux fins d’assurer Pexecution stricte du Traits. 

Appendix F to No. 53 

PARIS, le 8 septembre igig 

Delegation Roumaine A la Conference de la P.mx 

Monsieur le President, 

La Delegation Roumaine a Phonneur de porter a la connaissance de la Conference 
dc la Paix que, desirant temoigner toute sa solidarite avec les Allies, elle est prete 
a signer le texte du Ti'aite presente aux Delegues autrichiens, malgre que plusieurs 
des juvStes demandes de la Roumanie aient ete ecartees de ce texte, mais qu’elle ne 
pourrait souscrire a Particle 60 de ce Traite, dont les termes actuels portent 
atteinte a la souverainete de Petat roumain et a son independance politique et 
economique qui sont directement mises en question. 

La Delegation roumaine a done Phonneur de prier la Conference de la Paix de 
vouloir bien admettre que la declaration suivante soit consideree corame faisant 
corps avec le dit Traite : 

‘La Delegation roumaine, en signant le Traite de Paix avec PAutriche, ne peut 
donner son adhesion a Particle 60 du Traite, relatif aux minorites, au transit et 
au commerce.’ 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

N. Misu Alex Vaida Valvod [AMevod] 
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No. 54 


H. D. 50.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in Ai. Pichords Room at the Qiiai d'Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, 

September g, igig, at ii.o a,m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary. Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Flon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

France : M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittorii; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Barone Rilsso. 

Japan: M. Matsui; segreta.ry, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. C. Russell. British Empire: Lt.-Gom- 
rnander Bell. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Captain Rossi. 

Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

The following tvere also present for the Items with which they were concerned: — 

U.S.A. : Dr. Scott, Mr. Woolsey, Mr. A. Dulles. 

British Empire: Mr. G. J. B. Hurst, Brig.-General Groves, Captain Fuller. 

France: M. Tardieu, M. Jules Gambon, M. de Peretti de la Rocca, 
M. Fromageot, M. Laroche, M. Kammerer. 

Italy: Colonel Castoldi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Brambilla. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I . The Council took note of Mr. Polk’s draft reply to the Qerman Govern- 

ment’s letter of 5 th September. (Appendix Ad) 

Violation oj the Peace PoLK said that he had referred the matter to 

Treaty of Versailles Scott, who had consulted with the legal experts of the 
Lklsln tJlmZ Drafting Committee, and prepared the note. It appeared 
Constitution that, in the opinion of these highly qualified jurists, the 

German answer had been technically correct. It therefore 
seemed to him that, before a further contention were raised with the German 
Government in a subsequent letter, the co-operation of the legal experts 

^ Not printed. The first paragraph of this draft briefly recapitulated the terms of the 
Allied note, dated September 2, 1919, addressed to the German Government {see No. 49, 
appendix A). The draft continued: ‘After certain preliminary observations calculated to 
justify their conduct and their former interpretation of the Article and paragraph of the 
Constitution in question, the German Government replied on September 5, 1919, as follow,? 
to the note of the Allied and Associated Powers of September 2’ : there followed a textual 
quotation of the third paragraph of the German reply (see No. 53, appendix B). The draft 
continued : ‘The Allied and Associated Powers take note of and accept this Declaration as 
an express and formal Declaration by Germany that the provisions of Article 61, paragraph 2 
of the German Constitution are, and that they remain, null and void. 

Tn view, therefore, of this Declaration made within the prescribed period of fifteen days, 
the Allied and Associated Powers consider it unnecessary to enter upon a discussion at this 
time of the nature and extent of the obligations of Article 429 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, but the Allied and Associated Powers nevertheless deem it proper to remark in 
this connection that they reserve any and all rights, expressly or impliedly secured to them 
under this Article.’ 
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should be called for, in order to avoid making a legal mistake. He under- 
stood that the letter drafted by him had not been agreed to by M. Froniageot, 
although the other jurists of the Drafting Committee had been satisfied with 
it. He therefore requested that the Drafting Committee should be called in 
to advise tlie Council. He had only been given his draft a few minutes before 
entering the Council Chamber, and had, therefore, not had time to study it 
closely. He was not entirely satisfied with the form of the letter. 

(At this point, M. Fromageot, Mr. Hurst, Dr. Scott, M. Ricci-Busatti 

and M. Nagaoka entered the room.) 

M. Glemenceau explained to the Drafting Committee the problem before 
the Council, and briefly recited the events that had led up to the problem 
now before the Conference; he further explained the main points in the Notes 
of the Allied and Associated Governments, and of the German Government, 
on the subject of the violation of the Peace Treaty. Drawing attention to the 
proposed extension of military occupation on the right bank of the Rhine, 
and to the legal arguments that had been brought forward against such a 
measure, he said that he would rather resign his post than consent to France 
being left by the American and British Governments to enforce unassisted 
the provisions of the Peace Treaty. America, Great Britain and France had 
all demobilised and that w^as inevitable, but, if Great Britain and America 
refused to support France at the present juncture, the whole weight of enforc- 
ing the Peace Treaty would be thrown on his country, and a position would 
result which wpuld be quite intolerable to him. 

M. Fromageot said that he had not agreed with the opinion of his col- 
leagues on the legal issue for the following reasons. In a letter, dated 
and September, Germany had been called upon by the Allied Council to 
make special enactments by the Entente Governments [Tic] whereby Article 
6 1 of the Constitution, inviting Austria to participate in the legislation and 
administration of the German Reich, should be rendered null and void. 
The demand of the Allied and Associated Powers had been clear; they had 
insisted upon the abrogation and nullification of Article 6i. In their reply, 
dated 5th September, the German Government, whether knowingly or not 
he could not say, had repeated the request of the Allied and Associated 
Governments, but had repeated it in such a way as to introduce into it 
certain modifications. Instead of undertaking to make Article 61 of the 
German Constitution null and void, they had proposed to make it non- 
applicable and to give it no legal force. This was not meeting the Allied 
demand; for the Article in question remained part of the German Constitu- 
tion, and could be made applicable, and given force, later on. A mere 
admission of non-applicability was not w^hat had been desired. In their 
letter, the German Government had given a special interpretation to 
Article 61 by virtue of a later Article in the same Constitution (No. 178), 
which latter Article enacted that no provision of the Peace Treaty of Ver- 
sailles was afl'ected by anything, in the German Constitution. Now, the 
argument brought forward in this respect by the German Government might 
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be good or might be. bad. It did not appear to him to be acceptable. The 
conclusion could not be avoided that, if Article 6i were made iioii-applicable 
by virtue of Article 178, the argument could be reversed, and Article 178 be 
cancelled by Article 61. The Allied and Associated Governments had 
demanded the nullihcation of Article 61, and had threatened to take the 
necessary steps to force the German Government to make the necessary 
enactments. Tlicy had received, in reply, an interpretation, both of their 
original request, and of the Article at issue, by virtue of which it was alleged, 
that the measures foreshadowed by the Allied and Associated Govermnents 
would not be necessary. The Council might well repeat their original request, 
and state clearly that they were not concerned with the interpretation of the 
German Constitution, given in the German Government’s letter of the 
5th September. He suggested, in conclusion, that the demand for nullifica- 
tion should be repeated in the strongest and clearest terms in any letter that 
might be subsequently sent to the German Government; who should also 
be informed that the Allies would feel themselves to be absolutely justified 
in taking any measures necessary to enforce their demands, 

M. Glemengeau asked Mr. Hurst to explain his standpoint to the Council. 

Mr. Hurst said that he could only express a personal opinion, because the 
matter had merely been the subject of conversation and discussion in the 
Drafting Committee, and had never been officially referred to them. He 
quite felt that the prestige of the Allied and Associated Governments 
demanded that the German Government should be told that steps would 
be taken to enforce compliance with the demands that had been made 
to them. But a further question arose, which was whether the admission 
of the German Government, in their letter of 5th September, was not suffi- 
cient to afford the necessary satisfaction to the Council. The German 
Government had clearly admitted that Article 61 of their Constitution had 
no legal force. He asked whether there w^as a sufficient difference between 
this admission and the demands of the Council to justify further action. 
Would it not be enough to tell the German Government, that their admis- 
sion of the non-validity of Article 61 had been noted and put on record? 
Another point arose, which was that, under the terms of the Peace Treaty, 
Austria could be admitted into the German Reich, subject to the consent of 
the League of Nations. This showed that the Peace Treaty itself did actually 
leave a means open to Austria, whereby she might eventually become incor- 
porated into Germany. It might be argued that the Allied demand for the 
nullification of Article 61 was in contradiction to the terms of the Peace 
Treaty, which they themselves had drawn up. The real protection of tlie 
Allied and Associated Powers against an increase of strength to Germany, by 
virtue of the incorporation of Austria, came from the terms of the Austrian 
Peace Treaty. After signature, Austria would bind herself not to participate 
in the affairs of another State and to regard her independence as inalienable. 
This undertaking by Austria, combined with the admission contained in the 
German note, would, in his opinion, sufficiently protect the prestige of the 
Council, and the interests of the Allied and Associated Governments. 
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M. Glemengeau said that he wished to draw the attention of the Council 
to three points, which he regarded as of primary importance, (i) He did 
not see v/hy an Article in the Peace Treaty with Austria, preventing that 
countiy from joining Germany, was of any protection, unless the analogous 
article in the German Peace Treaty were upheld and enforced. What was 
good for one Treaty was good for another Treaty. Why should an Article 
in the Austrian Treaty be of any greater protection than an Article in the 
German Treaty? (2) The German Government was not qualified to inter- 
pret the German Constitution. In his opinion, no Government had such a 
right. (3) He wished to draw attention to a further Article in the German 
Constitution (No . 1 1 2 ) , by virtue of which it had been enacted that no German 
citizen should be surrendered to a foreign government for trial or punish- 
ment. This article, taken in conjunction with No. 61, seemed to him to show 
a deliberate plan to violate the Peace Treaty; and this raised at once a very 
grave issue. Pie desired to assure the Council, that he had no wish to force 
quarrels; it was not in his character to do so. He was none the less deeply 
convinced that the German Government would use every means in its power 
to avoid carrying out the Peace Treaty fully. This was, after all, only to be 
expected; since such a line of conduct was conformable to the dictates of 
human nature. The Allied and Associated Governments were in danger by 
the fact that demobilisation had been forced upon them irresistibly by public 
opinion in their own countries. But Germany was attempting to reassemble 
her forces, and would certainly continue to try to do so. He felt that he was, 
at that moment, testing the spirit of the Entente. If, after making a specific 
demand, the Council were to allow their orders not to be complied with, 
a succession of events would take place, which would bring about a very 
grave state of affairs. By trying to avoid a small crisis at the present 
moment, the Allied and Associated Governments would inevitably provoke 
a much graver one later on, at a date which the Germans themselves would 
choose. 

Mr. Balfour said that the decision which the Council was called upon to 
take was one of the utmost gravity and importance. He agreed with much 
that the President had said; but had a few remarks to offer, and a separate 
suggestion of his own to add. He had listened to M. Fromageot’s contention 
with interest, although he could not quite agree with it. He had understood 
him to say that it lay with the Allied and Associated Powers to say exactly 
what the Peace Treaty of Versailles meant. But it appeared to him (the 
speaker) that although the Allied and Associated Powers had a perfect right, 
originally, to insert whatever clauses they chose into the Peace Treaty, and 
to disregard, if they wished to do so, any complaint that the German Govern- 
ment might have to make upon the projected provisions, this original liberty 
of action did not so extend itself, after signature, as to give freedom of iiiter- 
pretation to the Allied and Associated Powers. Gnce the Treaty was signed, 
it seemed, to him that it became a bi-lateral agreement, and that each 
separate signatory to the document could argue with other signatories on 
equal terms. It w'as none the less clear to him that the persons who had 
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framed the German Constitution had deliberately attempted to draw it up 
in such a way as openly to challenge, and possibly to violate, the Peace 
Treaty of Versailles. Their intentions might be described in English slang 
as a ‘try on’. iVrticle 1 12, to which the Pre.sident had just called tlie attention 
of the Council, appeared to be a far worse violation of the Peace Treaty than 
the Article upon which there had just been an exchange of notes. He felt 
amazed that not one of the Entente Governments had been told earlier that 
the new German Constitution was violating the Peace Treaty of Versailles, 
both in letter and in spirit. 

He fully agreed with the President of the Council that a moment Arouki 
arise when the issue between the Entente and the German Government would 
be quite clear, and would have to be fought out by argument, or, possiblyg 
by arms, or by the re-imposition of a blockade. But he did not know whether 
the Entente Powers were choosing a judicious ground for a dispute with 
Germany, if they forced a crisis on the debatable subject of the extent to 
which an invitation to Austria to join the German Reich had violated the 
Peace Treaty of Versailles. Two most able and qualified men had just given 
divergent opinions on the legal issue. The differences of opinion, of which 
the Council had just* taken note, would be repeated in the press of all 
European countries, if the present litigation between the Entente and 
Germany resulted in the forcible occupation of Frankfort. As soon as that 
important German base had been occupied by Entente troops, the press of 
Europe would pour out cataracts of legal and quasi-legai arguments; public 
opinion would take sides for and against the Entente, and, though some 
sections of public opinion would doubtless approve the action taken, there 
would be others which would bitterly dispute it. He suggested, therefore, 
that the conflict should be deferred, not because the Allied and Associated 
Governments doubted the justice of their contentions, but simply because 
they were not opening the conflict from an absolutely advantageous position. 
He proposed that a letter should be sent to the German Government, telling 
them that, in the opinion of the Allied and Associated Governments, two 
articles of the German Constitution violated the Peace Treaty of Versailles, 
and that, although Article 178 of the same Constitution, declaring that no 
provisions contained therein violated the Peace Treaty, might absolve them, 
any argument based on such ground appeared wholly unsatisfactoiy to the 
Entente Governments. The time would soon arrive when the intentions of 
Germany with regard to the Peace Treaty would be absolutely clear. But so 
long as the Council were only concerned with a prospective agreement 
between Germany and. Austria, requiring the active co-operation of the 
latter power, before it could be effected, the issue before it was doubtful and 
unsatisfactory. On the other hand, Article 112 of the German Constitution, 
declaring that no German citizen could be subject to the jurisdiction of a 
foreign court, would, in a very few days, bring about a decisive issue. If this 
article were quoted in reply to a demand for the surrender of officers guilty 
of breaches of the laws of war, under the terms of the Peace Treaty, there 
would be no disagreement amongst jurists, who would be unanimous in 



tilinkiiig that the provisions of the Treaty were being defied and violated. 
As soon as the German Government should refuse to surrender military 
criminals^ the Entente Governments would say that Article 178 had been 
drafted in order to throw dust in their eyes and deceive them as to the 
real intentions of the German Government and the German people. If 
Frankfort were occupied as a reply to such an open act of defiance, no argument 
would be possible, and the action of the Entente Governments would receive 
the moral support of all mankind. He therefore suggested, in conclusion, 
that a letter of warning, couched in the sternest language, should be sent to 
the German Government, telling them that, in the opinion of the Allied and 
Associated Governments, Article 178 of the German Constitution was bind- 
ing upon them, and that they were expected to carry out, to the letter, the 
terms of the Peace Treaty signed by their plenipotentiaries, ratified by their 
Parliament, and agreed to by the express provisions of their own Consti- 
tution. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed that a struggle with Germany for the 
enforcement of the Peace Treaty was inevitable. The Germans would, some 
time or another, make an effort to avoid its provisions ; but he thought that 
the Council ought to choose its ground so as to be quite certain that it was 
technically, that is to say legally, right. In view of the legal argument 
advanced by the German Government, to the effect that Article 1 78 of the 
German Constitution made Article 61 of no effect, he thought that any 
further reply sent by the Council ought to be carefully studied by jurists 
before dispatch. Until such an examination could be made he felt bound to 
withhold his final opinion. 

M. Tardieu said that attention had been called to the divergence of 
opinion amongst the jurists. He had, however, been struck by the fact that 
Mr. Hurst had advanced arguments far more political than legal in character. 
Would it not be possible to deal with the question on purely political grounds? 
Mr. Balfour had suggested that another basis should be chosen for the conflict, 
but by virtue of their letter of the and September, the Allied and Associated 
Governments had joined with the German Government on a definite issue. 
Would it not be possible to adhere to the line previously adopted, more 
particularly as the new Article to wliicli attention had been drawn (No. 1 12), 
showed dearly that the German Government wished, and intended, to 
violate the Peace Treaty as far as it could? 

M. Gambon said lie had had a long experience of German methods, and " 
of the mental attitude of the German people. He was convinced that, if the 
Council allowed itself to be entrapped in the meshes of legal argument, it 
would be giving encouragement to the German Government to advance 
more arguments of the same kind, and to obscure the issue, whilst they 
themselves pursued a persistent policy of violation, behind the cloud of dust 
they were throwing in the eyes of the Council. By allowing doubtful legal 
arguments to v/eigh with them, the Council would be entering on dangerou.s 
ground, and would inevitably lose its authority in the eyes of the German 
Government. 


Dr. Scott said that as Mr. Hurst’s opinion did not seem to be very popular, 
lie desired, from motives of loyalty, to say that he agreed v.'ith his r<:)ilt;agiuc 

M. Glemenceau said that he had fully understood Mr. Jlui-.sths ru-gun'icni, 
but that it did not weigh with him strongly, as he had asked ior a legal, and 
not a political, expression of opinion from him. But the main question Ijcfire 
tlie Council, a question wiiidi should not in any ivay be obscured, was 
whether the Peace Treaty was violated by virtue of Articles 6i and 112 of 
the German Constitution, If the Council allowed itself to be blinded by the 
German argument on the subject of Article 178, it would very soon lose 
all its authority. When the Treaty was violated by one signatory, then, 
inevitably, the other signatory was no longer bound. He, personally, had 
no doubt that the Germa,n Constitution did actually violate the Treaty of 
Versailles. The Council had forwarded certain definite demands to the 
Germans, ^v^.o had replied by an interpretation of the Treaty, and of their 
own Gon.siit(ui<:»n. There wus no country in the world where the Govern- 
ment liacl a right to interpret the Constitution. He wished to propose an 
immediate measure. Mr, Balfour liad said that, by w'aiting two or three 
weeks, an issue would inevitably arise. His present proposal was to demand 
the surrender of certain Germans guilty of breaches of the laws of war, 
immediately and without delay. Pie desired to send a letter stating: that the 
reply of the German Government of the 5th September was not acceptable; 
that the Allied and Associated Governments had taken note of another 
Article in the German Constitution explicitly violating the Peace Treaty; 
and that the immediate surrender of certain persons, mentioned by name, 
should be effected. He agreed with Mr. Balfour that the position of the 
Council •would be more advantageous if the conflict occurred on the subject 
of Article 1 12. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the surrender of certain German criminals 
could be demanded before the ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

M. PiCHON said that no steps could be taken before the ratification, of the 
Peace Treaty. 

A considerable discussion then followed as to the probable date of the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty by France and Italy, and it was thought 
that this could not take place in less than a fortnight. 

Mr. Polk asked whether an examination of the German Constitution 
could not be made, with a view to ascertaining all violation of the Peace 
Treaty that it might contain. 

M. Glemenceau said that no clearer instance of violation than that now 
before the Council was likely to occur again. He agreed with every word 
of what M. Gambon had said. The Council had made a demand wliicli had 
virtually been refused. He noticed that all his colleagues, with the possible 
exception of M. Tittoni, who had not yet expressed himself, were agreed that 
the demands of the Allies should be enforced. He th©refore suggested that 
the whole question should be considered by every delegate, during the next 
twenty-four hours, and re-discussed at St. Germain, after the signature of the 
Peace Treaty with Austria, on the following day. If any means could be 
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devised whereby Mr. Balfour’s proposals could be connected with the present 
demand on the German Government, he would think such a line of action 
absolutely perfect. 

M. Tardieu drew attention to the necessity of making the Germans nullify 
the two Articles violating the Peace Treaty of Versailles. The best means of 
connecting Mr. Balfour’s proposals with the demands previously made 
probably consisted in insisting on the nullification of the two Articles 
objected to. 

Mr. Polk said that certain political demands had been made to Germany, 
and it was evident that the German Government must be compelled to 
comply. He proposed to refer the question to the Drafting Committee, to see 
whether the legal and political sides of the question could not be reconciled . 
The Committee could prepare a report, and submit it to the Council at their 
meeting at St. Germain on the following day. In conclusion, he emphasised 
the importance of being absolutely sure of the legal justification for any 
argument that might be brought forward in the next note to the German 
Government. 

M. Glemenceau said that he could not see any legal difficulty, since the 
German Government had no right to interpret its own Constitution. 

Mr. Balfour said that doubtless the President of the Council was a better 
judge of that matter than he was himself. Great Britain was protected against 
interpretations of her Constitution, by the fact that it had never been defined 
in writing. On the other hand, the Council had been interpreting the Ger- 
man Constitution in the notes sent to the German Government, and it 
seemed to him, in consequence, that the Germans had an equal right to do 
what the Allies themselves were doing. 

M. Tittoni said that in view of the fact that the Council was called upon 
to take action, on account of the violation of the Peace Treaty with Germany 
by Articles 6i and 1 12 of the Constitution of that country, he wished to draw 
attention to two points. Firstly, he agreed that Article 61 of the German 
Constitution absolutely violated the Peace Treaty. Secondly, with regard to 
Article 1 12, he thought that a reply that might possibly be made later on by 
the German Government ought to be considered beforehand. The Germans 
might quite well admit that the Allies had a right to demand the surrender 
of certain persons guilty of offences defined in the Peace Treaty. But such 
an admission on their part might he made without abrogating Article 1 1 2 
of their Constitution. When once the surrender of certain specified criminals 
had been made by the Germans, these latter might be justified in maintain- 
ing, that they had complied with the special provisions of the Peace Treaty, 
and could, from then onwards, give Article 112 full legal validity. 

M. Gambon said that it was not sufficient for the present German Govern- 
ihent to say that Article 178 of the Constitution made Article 61 of no effect. 
The present Government might be followed by another, which would very 
likely maintain an opposite point of view, if it thought the circumstances 
favourable for doing so. 

M. Glemenceau said that whilst everybody would be free to take opinions 
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from whatever quarter they chose during the next 24 hours, he did not think 
that his own was likely to alter. 

(It was decided that the question of the violation of the Peace Treaty by 
virtue of Articles 61 and 112 of the German Constitution sliouM be dis» 
cussed Oil the following day at St. Germ am after the signature of the 
Austrian Peace Treaty, and that the Drafting Committee siiouM give their 
opinion on the legal issues involved to the Council.) 


2 . The Council took note of the draft letter to the Roumanian Delegation 


Reply to the Mote of the 
Roumanian Delegation 
on the subject of the 
Minorities Clauses in 
the Peace Treaty with 
Austria 


prepared by Mr, Balfour. (See Appendix B.) 

(The draft submitted by Mr. Balfour was accepted. 
Appendix B.) 


See 


Possible refusal of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene 
Delegation to sign the 
Peace Treaty ivith 
Austria 


3, Mr. Polk said that he had been informed by M. Vesnitcli, that the Serb- 
Groat-Slovene Delegates did not intend to sign the Peace 
Treaty with Austria, on account of their objection to the 
Minorities Glauses contained in it. 

M. Berthelot said that he had interviewed M. Vesnitch 
at 8 p.m. on the preceding day. M. Vesnitch had said that 
it was impossible for him to sign the Austrian Peace Treaty 
without the express permission of his Government, and had added that lie 
had previously interviewed Mr, Balfour, He had said that, if the Treaty on 
Minorities were to be applicable to the territories acquired in the first Balkan 
War, his Government would not allow him to sign. An agreement had been 
reached between them, whereby the Treaty in question might be made to 
apply to the whole of the new Serb-Groat-Slovene State. This would avoid 
mentioning either Macedonia, or the date 1 9 1 3 , in specific terms. M. V esnitch 
had promised to telegraph this proposal to his Government, and hoped to 
have a reply by Wednesday^ morning. He had told M. V esnitch of the grave 
responsibility that he would incur by not signing the Peace Treaty with 
Austria, Such a refusal might result in the Serb-Groat-SIovene State losing 
all the advantages which it stood to gain from the Peace Treaty. He had 
told him that it seemed hardly reasonable to resign these great advantages 
on account of a question of ‘amour propre’. It was possible that, even when 
the reply came from Belgrade, it would be in the negative. The obstinacy 
of the Serb-Groat-Slovene Delegates in the matter was very great. 

(A long discussion then followed as to ■whether the signing of the Peace 
Treaty with Austria should be postponed to Thursday or Friday^ and it 
was finally decided that the signature should take place at 10.0 o’clock on 
Wednesday^ as arranged. 

It was further decided that a protocol should be drafted, by virtue of 
which any of the high contracting parties might be allowed to sign the 
Peace Treaty within a period of three days.) 

2 September 10, 1919. ^ September ii or 12, 1919. 

661 



M. Berthelot said that M. Vesnitch had asserted, that he might be able 
to persuade his Government to sign the Peace Treaty with Austria, if the 
Council sent a letter to the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government, expressing 
confidence in their liberal views, and telling them explicitly, that the Article 
on the subject of minorities in the Austrian Peace Treaty would be an end 
to their engagements in the matter. M. Vesnitch had alleged that Mr. Polk 
had given his approval to such a line of action. 

Mr. Polk said that he had interviewed M. Vesnitch, who had explained 
that a letter on the lines described by M. Berthelot had been sent to the 
Polish Government when they had objected to the Minorities Glauses in the 
Peace Treaty with Germany. 

M. Berthelot said that no such letter had ever been sent to the Polish 
Government. 

Mr. Polk said that he had no objection, in principle, to sending a letter 
of the kind, although he had not suggested any such measure. 

M. Tittoni said that he had no objection to such a letter being sent, so 
long as nothing contained in it could possibly modify the obligations imposed 
on Serbia by virtue of the Austrian Peace Treaty, and by the Minorities 
Treaty. 

4. M, Berthelot said that certain alterations in the Treaty between the 

Treat between the Associated Powers and the Serb-Groat-Slovene 

Serb-Croat Slovene State had been agreed upon by the members of the Gom- 
state and the Allied mittee on New States. 

decided that the Report of the Committee on New 
States (see Appendix on the subject of certain modifications 
to be introduced into the Treaty between the Allied and Associated Powers 
and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State, should be accepted.) 

5. M. Tittoni said that he wished to draw the attention of the Council to 

the contents of a telegram received by him from General Mom- 
belli. This officer stated that three-quarters of the Hungarian 
people were asking for the despatch of an Inter-Allied body of 
troops (who would be very well received), in order to ensure that the elections 
in Hungary should be carried out without intervention or disturbance. Such 
a measure was necessary if a stable Government, with which the Allies could 
treat, ivas ever to be set up in Hungary. The Allied troops would, moreover, 
be very well received. 

M. Glemenceau said that he could not employ French troops on 
electoral business in Hungary or anywhere else. He did not think that 
Mr. Balfour or Mr. Polk could persuade their Governments to send British 
or American troops for such a purpose. 

M. Tittoni said that he had merely wished to draw attention to the 

I'iiis ap])endis is lacking in the original and is replaced by the following note: ‘Appen- 
dices fj and D are not yet available, and will be issued later.’ The x’eport in question is 
printed by D. H. Miller, op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 456—60. 
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question, and was quite content that every delegate, on being duly informed, 
should assume whatever responsibility he thought fit. 


6. (It was that the General Act revising the General Act of Berlin, 

-Id'h-rnary 26t,ii, 1885, and the General Act and Declaration of 
.omentinnjephidng July 2jid. 1890, should be accepted, with the foilcnv- 

the Acts of Berlin . i-e /• 

IP-i mg modihcation. 

^ipendi'xDY ' Article 11, Page 8. The v^ords ‘public order and good 
govermiient'’ should be changed to ‘public security and order’.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 


Hotel Astoria, Paris, 
September g, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 54 

Letter to the Roumanian Delegation. Draff prepared by Mr. Balfour. 

September 8, igig. 

I beg to acknowledge, on behalf of the Conference, the receipt of your letter 
asking whether it would be permissible for the Roumanian Plenipotentiaries to 
append their signature to the Treaty with the Austrian Republic, subject to a 
reservation with. I'egard to Article 60. 

The Conference is of opinion that no such procedure is possible. The Treaty 
must either be signed as a wdrole or not signed at all. No middle course is admissible. 

If the Conference rightly understand your communication, the Roumanian 
Government have resolved, in these circumstances, to withhold their signature 
altogether. 

Such a decision w-ould be a source of deep regret to the Associated Powers. It 
is not for tiann to cpiestion the wisdom of the Roumanian Government in thus 
separating lIk msch'es from their number. They may, however, be permitted to 
express liicir sui prise that a Treaty, immlvlng 110 principle, whicli has not been 
accepted by other independent and Allied powers shoi.ild be considered by the 
Roumanian Government as inconsistent with their dignity and independence, the 
more so as it relieves them of obligations accepted by them, under the Treaty of 
Berlin. 

The Associated Powers venture to express the earnest hope that even at the last 
moment the Roumanian Plenipotentiaries will reconsider their decision, and thus 
maintain, unbroken, the solidarity of the Alliance. 

s This appendix is lacking in the original : see note 4 above. The convention in question 
was .signed on the following day at St. Germain-en-Laye by the representatives of the 
United States, Belgium, the British Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Portugal. (Treaty 
Series, 1919, No. 18. Gmd. 477.) 
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CHAPTER II 


Further Proceedings of the Supreme Council of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers (Heads of 

Delegations) 

September lo — October 15, 1919 

No. 55 

H. D. 51,] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in the Chateau of Saint-Germain-en-Laye, on Wednesday^ 

September lo, igig, at ii.ig a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. A. J, Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

France'.M,. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de Saint-Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretaries, M. Paterno, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: A: Captain Chapin. British Empire: ’Ll. ■'Com- 

mander Bell. France: M. de Percin. Italy: Captain Rossi. 
Interpreter : M. Gamerlynck. 

The following also attended for the items with which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A. : Dr. J. Brown Scott, Mr. Woolsey. 

British Empire: Brig. -General Seely, Mr. Hurst, Brig.-General Groves, 
Lt. -Colonel Kisch. 

France: M. Tardieu, M. Gambon, M. Fromageot, General Le Rond, 
Captain Ropert. 

Italy: Colonel Gastoldi, M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Brambilla. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I. The Council took note of the following draft resolution with regard to the 

Air Convention:— 

Air Convention 

‘That the Air Convention shall be signed with the least 
possible delay by the Contracting States, it being understood that it shall 
remain open for a period of six months for signature by such of those 
States as are not at present in a position to sign it.’ 

Mr. Polk drew the attention of the Council to the fact that he w-as unable 
to sign the Air Convention on behalfof the United States at the moment, and 
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might not be able to sign at all, on account of the Patent Laws in the United 
States. He w^oiild inform the Council as soon as possible.^ 

(The draft resolution on the subject of the Air Com^’entioii was agreed to, 
subject to the reservation formulated by Mr. Polk, on behalf of the United 
States.) 

2. Mr. Balfour said that he had closely considered the cjucstioii left over al; 
Violation of the Peace meeting of the Council. He had prepared a draft 

Treaty of Versailles hy transmission ,to the German Government, but 

virtue of certain Articles Was iiot wholly satisfied with it. The conclusion was 
in the German Constitu- rather long and not very decisive. Mr. Hurst had devised 
M'” another plan, which seemed more effective than the mere 

^ ^ despatch of a note. After reading his own draft Note 

(Appendix A) he called upon Mr. Hurst to explain his plan. 

Mr. Hurst said that he had not been able to prepare any document 
which could be submitted to the Council. He had, on the previous day, made 
out a very rough draft, and had shown it to Dr. Scott. At the previous meet- 
ing he had been aware that the desire of the Council had been to formulate 
some plan of action, which would combine two separate ideas. Firstly, the 
two separate violations of the Peace Treaty should be drawn attention to. 
Secondly, whatever note or communication were sent to the Germans, they 
should be compelled to reply immediately. In addition to this, whatever 
line of action were adopted it should be of such a nature as to avoid adverse 
criticism in neutral countries. The solution that had seemed best to him was 
to collect together ail the admissions made by the Germans in their letter; 
to draw them up in the form of a protocol, which should be presented to the 
Germans for signature. When this had been done, their admissions would be 
given legal force, and be binding upon them. The Germans had admitted 
that the Peace Treaty and the Constitution were not in agreement. If, when 
presented with, this admission in proper legal form, either the German 
Government or the Reichsrat refused to ratify it, then the intentions of the 
Germans would be made clear. The Drafting Committee had agreed, 
generally, to this proposal, at their meeting. The manner in which the 
protocol and the note by which it was to be transmitted were to be drafted 
was doubtful, and, before proceeding to work, it w^as necessary that liis main 
idea should be approved. 

M. Glemengeau said that he understood that the Japanese Representative 
on the .Drafting Committee had a proposal of his own to make. 

M. Nagaoka then read his draft proposal. (See Appendix B.) 

M. Tittoni said that he had understood, on the previous day, that the 
Council wished to force the German Government to make a special enact- 
ment, cancelling the Articles in their Constitution that were objected to. He 
understood M. Nagaoka’s proposal to consist in demanding a declaration of 
nullification of the Articles in question, with the addition that the Reichsrat 
should itself confirm the declaration. 

^ A variant text of this statement by Mr. Polk is printed in Papers relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the United States : The Paris Peace Conference, iQig,vo\.vin, p. 173. * No. 54. 
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Mr. Balfour said that the Japanese proposal effected no more than what 
the Germans alleged to result naturally from Article 1 78 of their Constitution, 

M. Glemenceau said that he agreed with Mr. Hurst’s proposal, which lie 
considered to be the best solution of the difficulty. He proposed that the 
Drafting Committee should bring a draft legal instrument before the Council 
on the following day, of such a nature as to oblige the German Government 
to sign, in the form of a protocol, whatever they had admitted in their letter 
of the 5th September. The advantage of Mr. Hurst’s proposal was that the 
Germans would be unable to enter into lengthy negotiations. The measures 
proposed, therefore, seemed to him to be the wisest and the most effective 
possible. 

Mr. Polk said that he approved of Mr. Hurst’s proposal also. 

M. Tardieu said that the draft protocol, to be prepared by Mr. Hurst 
and the Drafting Committee, would have to be sent under the cover of a 
letter. He thought that some of Mr. Balfour’s arguments and phrases might 
be put into the covering letter with great advantage. 

(It was decided, that the Drafting Committee should prepare a draft proto- 
col, giving legal force to the admissions of the German Government in 
their letter of 5th September, and should present it to the Council at its 
meeting on the following day, together with a draft letter under cover of 
which the aforesaid protocol should be transmitted to the German 
Government.) 

3. M. Gambon reported the decision of the Joint Polish and Gzecho-Slovak 
„ , Committees on the subiect of the demarcation line to be adopted in 
the Teschen area, with the aid of a map. He said that the Polish 
Delegates had provisionally approved of the line proposed, which was ethno- 
graphically correct. 

M. Tittoni said that he had received a visit from M. Benes, who had 
admitted the justice of the new line, from an ethnographic point of view. He 
(M. Benes) had, however, argued, that if a strict ethnographic line were to be 
adopted in the Teschen area, it seemed hardly fair, conjointly with such a 
decision, to put four millions of Ruthenes in Eastern Galicia under .Polish 
jurisdiction. A solution might consist in making concessions to the Czecho- 
slovaks in the Teschen area, to balance the very great political and economic 
advantages that were being conferred on the Poles by virtue of the Galician 
decision. 3 

Mr. Balfour said that he could not consider the analogy between the 
Galician and Teschen situations as very relevant, for two reasons; (i) the 
solution proposed for Eastern Galicia was provisional only, and was not 
intended to be a permanent settlement, and (2) the decision on the subject of 
Galicia had been arrived at because the Ruthenian population in that 
country could not stand alone. It was inevitable that the Ruthenians should 
eventually be placed under the rule of a non-Ruth enian State. Nothing 
parallel, or similar, to these considerations arose in the Teschen problem, 

U* See No. 61, minute 3, 
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M. Glemengeau said that the Council proposed to discuss tlie Tesclien 
question., which was quite difficult enough, without the Galician problem 
being added to it. 

Mr. Por.K said that M. Benes had proposed to him a line of demarcation 
iollowing the river Vistula. The line in question would, however, be quite 
unacceptable to the Poles; although M. Benes considered that, in proposing 
it, he was making concessions. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council had heard the point of view of the Polish 
and Gzecho-Siovak Delegations, The Czech Delegates had insisted that their 
iiiterest[s] in the Tesclien area were centred on the coal that it contained ; the 
Poles had asserted that their interest in Tesclien was on a political basis, and 
was purely concerned w-ith the Polish population in the disputed districts. It 
was therefore clear that the Poles were asking for population, and the Czechs 
for coal. A solution might be found .by giving the whole of the Karwin 
district to the Czechs, and the indisputably Polish districts, in the remainder 
of the area, to the Poles. He did not think that the line proposed by the 
Joint Polish and Gzeclio-Slovak Committees could be upheld. 

Mr, Polk said that, if such a line as that proposed by M. Pichon were 
adopted, it would separate the people worldng in the mines from their own 
homes, by a national frontier. 

M. Glemengeau said that a situation similar to that foreseen by Mr. Polk 
existed in Northern France, Belgium and the Saar Basin. It had not given 
rise to any serious difficulties. 

Mr. Balfour said that the Poles regarded the Karwin Basin as a Polish 
district, as indeed it w'as. There was no serious objection to cutting the coal- 
field into two halves, because geological formations in other portions of the 
world were frequently divided politically. Jrle was quite sure that the French 
frontier did not follow the geological structure of that country, in t he nortiiern 
districts, where the coal strata ran over into Belgium and into Germany. This 
fact did not, however, give rise to serious difficulties, but M. Piclion’s proposal 
involved cutting off a Polish population from the place where it worked, and 
this constituted a grave danger for the future, tiis conviction on this point 
was not only that of the Expert Committees of the Peace Conference, but also 
that of the International Commission in Tesclien, who had studied the ques- 
tion locally. It was very dangerous to try to improvise another solution, more 
particularly as the line proposed by the Joint Polish and Gzecho-SIovak 
Committees was really favourable to the Czechs, to whom it granted 6o per 
cent, of the coal produce, and 40 per cent, to the Poles. It could not possibly 
be said that, under such a solution, the Czechs were being deprived of coal. 

M. Tardieu said that it should not be forgotten that the Poles contended 
that they could not count on the Silesian coal-fields until the plebiscite in 
that country had been taken. This argument was ingenious, but it was none 
the less certain that the Poles would eventually obtain possession of the greater 
part of the Silesian coal-fields. 

M. Pichon said that the Poles had repeatedly asserted that they did not 
care about coal. 



Mr. Polk said that M. Benes had stated to Mm that either the line pro- 
posed by him (M, Benes) shouid be adopted, or a plebiscite should be held 
in the area. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Benes had stated to him that the situation in 
Bohemia was now so grave that it would be preferable to the Gzecho-Slovaks 
to risk a plebiscite rather than to consent to a solution which they regarded 
as so hopelessly unfavourable to them and equivalent, in their opinion, to a 
refusal of all dieir demands. 

M, Tittoni said that, if a plebiscite were to be held, the area would have 
to be divided into two portions, as he had proposed for Radkersburg and 
Marburg, when these areas were under discussion. 

M. Berthelot said that the Czech contention was that, if they could not 
possess the coal, they would be dependent upon their neighbours for it, and 
might be cut off from their necessary supplies at a time of diplomatic tension. 
M. Piclion’s solution gave them the coal, and the rest of the Polish popula- 
tion to the Poles. By adopting it, the present state of affairs would not be 
altered, since the coal areas were now occupied by the Czechs. 

Mr. Polk said that the difficulty was that, under M. Pichon’s proposal, 
a proportion of the Polish Teschen districts would be ceded to Czecho- 
slovakia. 

M. Berthelot said that the Karwin coal district could more properly be 
compared to the Lens, than to the Belgian, coal district, for it was concentrated 
in a narrow area as in the case of Lens. The original proposals of the Joint 
Committees had been most favourable to the Czechs, but the proposals in 
question had now been withdrawn. Even by accepting M. Pichon’s proposal, 
the Poles would be given far more than they had hoped for in the first instance. 
If, as he now thought possible, M. Benes could persuade his countrymen to 
consent to the new proposal, it was surely worth consideration. 

Mr. Polk said that M. Pichon’s line would place 60,000 Poles under the 
administration of the Czechs. 

Mr. Balfour said that it should not be forgotten that even the line pro- 
posed by the Joint Committees gave a considerable number of Poles to the 
Czechs. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Benes had based a good many of his argu- 
ments on the solution to the Galician problem, contemplated by the Council. 
The proposed decision was very favourable to the Poles, and the impression 
left upon the Czechs was that, although the Council was ready to place 
4. million Ruthenes under Polish jurisdiction, they were not prepared to make 
a concession far smaller from an ethnographical point of view, in favour of 
the Gzecho-Slovak State. This would, in consequence, produce a very bad 
impression. M. Benes’ attitude had been extremely moderate and concilia- 
tory, and it would be a great misfortune if he found himself compelled to 
resign his post on account of what he considered an unconciliatory attitude of 
the Conference, M. Benes’ resignation would be a political consideration, 
not entirely relevant to the Teschen problem, but the possibility of it could 
not be disregarded, and ought to be duly considered. 
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Mr. Balfour said that he understood that the line described to the 
Council by M. Gambon had been adopted unanimously in the Joint Com” 
niittees. As M. Berthelot had not been a member of either Committee, he 
regarded his proposals as interesting, but not of sufficient authority to out- 
weigh a unanimous proposal by an Expert Committee. 

M. Berthelot agreed with Mr. Balfour and said that the Committees had 
been ueanimoiis, but it should not be forgotten that their unanimous opinion, 
for the first six months, had been to adopt a solution far more favourable to 
the Czechs than any now proposed. They had subsequently altered their 
opinion, and this, when made known, would cause a bad impression in 
Czecho-Slovakia. The Committees had studied the problem from its ethno- 
graphical and economical sides, leaving out political considerations, which 
seemed to be for the Council to decide. The French representatives on the 
Joint Committee had originally objected strongly to the line reported on by 
M. Gambon that morning, but they gave their assent to it finally, in order to 
facilitate a solution of some sort. The consent of the French representatives 
had only been given on the understanding that the Poles should be obliged, 
by some means or another, to grant special facilities to the Czechs with regard 
to the coal and to the railways. 

M. Tittoni said that he understood that the line described by M. Gambon 
would not be adopted without a special convention, assuring to the Czechs 
the special economic facilities described by M. Berthelot. 

Mr. Polk said that he had understood that the Joint Committees had been 
unanimous. If they had not been, the question ought obviously to be referred 
back to them. 

M. Berthelot said that the Report of the Joint Committees had only been 
unanimous because the French representatives had given their consent, so as 
not to isolate themselves from their colleagues. 

M, Glemenceau said that he did not understand the reasons that had 
prompted the French representatives on the Joint Committee to give their 
assent to a proposal of which they did not approve. He retained opinions 
independently of whether they were shared by others or not. He had 
thought M. Piciioii’s proposal a veiy good one, and had hoped that it might 
have been adopted. 

Mr. Balfour said that he saw grave objections to the adoption of 
M. Pichon’s solution. 

M. Glemenceau said that, whilst agreeing with Mr. Balfour, he was con- 
vinced that the coal question in Teschen was the outstanding problem. 

M. Gambon said it should not be forgotten that, in the Karwin Basin, 
which M, Pichon proposed to cede to Czecho-Slovakia, there were nearly 
70,000 Poles. 

M. Glemenceau said that Mr. Balfour could not agree with M. Pichon. 
He, himself, could not agree with the Committee’s proposals. He therefore 
proposed to refer the whole question back to the Joint Committees, who, as 
they had already changed their minds several times, could certainly do so 
again, and present another report. He would never accept a line cutting a 
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coal basin into two, for such a solution would be like placing a man on one 
side of a frontier, his wife upon the other, and dividing the children up 
between the two. 

M. Gambon said that he admitted M. Glemenceau’s objection, but drew 
the attention of the Council to the fact that it was just as unwise to devise 
a line giving the surface of the land to one country and the subterranean 
deposits to another, and this seemed to be what was required of iiim, the 
Joint Committees [rfr]. 

(It was agreed that the Teschen question should be referred back to the joint 

Polish and Czeclio-Slovak Committees for report on the following day.) 

4. Mr. Polk drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the Bulgarian 
Delegation was objecting to having the Peace Terms pre- 
Pmeniaiion oj the j-Q them without a formal diplomatic ceremony. 

Dutasta further called attention to the fact that the 
Bulgarians were asking for a period of thirty days, after the 
presentation of the Peace Terms, in which they might be allowed to draft 
their replies. Their request was based upon the plea, that it would be 
necessary for them to take the terms to Sofia, and discuss them in the 
Bulgarian Sobranie. 

(After some discussion, it was agreed that the Peace Terms to the Bul- 
garians should be formally presented to them at the Quai d’Orsay at a date 
which should be decided upon later.) 

(It was further decided that the Bulgarian Delegation should be given a 
period of 25 days after the presentation of the Peace Terms, for the prepara- 
tion of their replies.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Astoria, Paris, 

September 10, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 55 

BRITISH DEI/EGATION, PARIS. 

The Conference have brought to the notice of the German Government a clause 
in the ne\r German Constitution respecting German relations with Austria which 
is in direct contradiction ivith the provisions of the Treaty of Peace relating to the 
same subject. The German Government in effect reply that no clause, whatever 
be its plain grammatical meaning, can really be in contradiction with the Treaty 
of Peace because there is another clause in the Constitution which says that nothing 
the Constitution contains can affect the Treaty, By this ingenious device the 
German Constitution could evidently be so amended as formally to contradict 
every provision which the Treaty of Peace contains. It might for example enact 
that a German army of ten million men was to be maintained by conscription : 
and when the Associated Powers pointed out that this was not in conformity with 
a Treaty which narroivly limited the Army and forbad conscription, the German 
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Government could reply that, if SO5 the Constitution itself in Article 1 78 provided 
a £uilicien.l rejiicdy lor iiie evil by laying it down that nothing in the Treaty could 
be alTected ])y the Constitution. 

ihis cose is iircjginary. But it is not more extravagant than a similar experiment 
in iiigislation contained in the 112th Clause of the German Constitution. This 
enacts that no German citizen may be surrendered for trial before a foreign 
tnijiinai. I’lie "i'realy on the other hand lays it down that certain persons charged 
with griivc oilenres against the principles of humanity and the Laws of War are 
to be surrendered and are to be tried by a foreign tribunal. Here then is a second 
case of contradiction between the Constitution and the Treaty : and presumably 
it will be excused in the same fashion as the first. 

The German Note suggests that Article 61'^ was introduced in order to avoid 
‘all possible contradictions between the Provisions of the Constitution and the 
conditions of peace in the Peace Treaty’, The intention is excellent if it relates to 
those doubtful and accidental contradictions which the ingenuity of lawyers may 
detect in the language of two long and complicated documents. But we are not 
dealing with douijtful and accidental contradictions. Those of which we make 
complaint are assuredly open and manifest, and can hardly be other than deliberate. 
No one can believe that the framers of the German Constitution when they drew 
up Article 61 (and Article 112) were not aware that both were absolutely incon- 
sistent with the engagements into which Germany had solemnly entered only a 
few weeks before. 

This condition of things cannot be allowed to endure. If, as the Germans 
themselves proclaim when the Constitution and the Treaty clash, the Constitution 
must give way, it is their evident duty to bring these tw'o great instruments into 
harmony by modifying the Constitution : and the Conference must insist that this 
duty be fulfilled. 

Since, however, the legislative machinery for effecting this object is difficult to 
set in motion ovvdng to the adjournment of the Reichstag, and since the further 
examination of the Constitution shows that Article 1 10® must be amended as well 
as Article 6r, the Conference are prepared to extend the period allowed for the 
amendments till the e.xpiry of the first fortnight after the Ti’eaty has been ratified. 
This will have two advantages. It will in the first place meet a technical objection 
raised by the German Government, based on the fact that the Treaty, though 
signed, is not yet in force. It will in the second place put to the proof the sincerity 
of the German arguments based on Article 6i.'^ When the Treaty is ratified the 
Associated Powers will, in accordance with its provisions, demand the surrender 
of certain accused persons, to be tried in foreign courts. Unless the Constitution 
is amended, we shall then have a test case by which to determine the mode in 
which the German Government interpret the provisions of their Constitution 
when these are in conflict with their treaty obligations. If Article Gi'*' be honestly 
interpreted, the substantive provisions of Article no® will have to be abandoned. 
If Article 1 10^ be acted upon, the Treaty of Peace will be violated in the eyes of ail 
the world. The first alternative would discredit the Constitution: the second 
would bring about an immediate breach with the Associated Powers. Neither 
alternative can be good for Germany: and the Associated Powei's are acting in her 
interests as well as in their own when they insist that a speedy end shall be put to 
ambiguities and inconsistencies which seem to be designed for no other purpose 
tha.n to weaken the force of the most solemn and binding obligation. 

* In error for article 178. s Jn error for article 1 12. 
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Appendix B TO No. 55 

Le Gouvernement allemand, reconnaisant que la disposition de Particle 6i de 
la ioi coiistitutionnelle du ii aout 1919 est en contradiction avec les termes de 
Particle 80 du Traite de Paix du 28 juin 1919, et que le maintien de ia dite disposi- 
tion de Particle 61 avant qu’un consentement conforme ait ete donne par le Gonseil 
de la Societe des Nations peut donner lieu a des malentendus, malgre les disposi- 
tions de Particle 1 78 de la dite loi constitutionnelle, declare, apres avoir ete approuve 
par le Reichstag, que Particle 61 ainsi que toutes les stipulations contraires au 
Trait<§ de Paix, sent mils et non avenus. 


* No. 56 

H. D. 52 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichords Roo?n at the Qtiai dHrsay^ Paris, on Thursday, 
September ii, igig, at ii.o a.m. 

Present; U.SA. \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Rt, Plon. A. J. Balfour; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, 
Mr. P. Kerr. 

Frmice:lsL Giemenceau, M. Piclion ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja*; secret.^rIes, M. Paterno, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G. Russell. British Empire: Capt. E, 
Abraham, France: Capt. A. Portier. Italy: Capt. Rossi. 

■ Interpreter: M, Carnerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned ; — 
U.S.A.: Dr. Scott, Mr. Gibson, Mr. A. Dulles. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. G. N. Barnes, Mr. G. J. B. Hurst, Colonel 
Kisch, Mr. Hodgson. 

France: M. J. Gambon, M, Golliai'd, M. Fromageot, M. Laroche. 

Italy: M. Ricci-Busatti, M. Stranieri, M. Brambilla, M. di Palma. 


I . Mr. Balfour said that he wished to draw^ the attention of the Council 


Aircraft Indmtry 
in Germany 


to an urgent matter. He did not suggest the matter should be 
discussed immediately, nor did he wish himself to make any 
statement on the subject. He wished to hand in a document 


which he had himself received on the previous day from General Seely.* 


This document gave an alarming account of the development of aircraft 


indiisiiy- in Germany. Internal civil aviation was being developed on an 


immense scale and German companies were buying up old army aeroplanes. 
The first difficulty which arose in this connection was whether these aero- 
planes belonged to the Allies or to the purchasing companies. There was 
the additional risk that under the guise of civil aviation Germany was merely 
creating a strong offensive force, more especially as civil aviation was being 

^ Italian representative on the Supreme Council in the absence of Signor Tittoni, 

^ Under-Secretary of State for Air. - 
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heavily subsidised by tlie Government. He . suggested that the French 
General Staff should study this matter and. in the hope that this would be 
doiie^ he begged to hand the document to the Chairman. (Appendix A.) 
It was also worth noticing that German aircraft industry had already 
obtained a footing in neutral markets and it was certain that the foundation 
of German air power was the development of the aircraft i rul iistry. ft 
appeared that the best military brains of Germany were being employed 
in the construedoo of aeroplanes. 

M. Glemenceau said that he w'oiild have the matter cKa.mined by the 
French General Staff. 

(It was agreed that the question of aircraft construction in Gerniany slio u Jfl 
he reported on by Allied experts, and again brought; up before the (.lounciL) 
(The Members of the Drafting Committee entered the room.) 

2. Mr, Hurst read the draft contained as Appendix B. 

M. Glemenceau said that he had one observation to 
Replvto JsioteofGer- Ill the proposals made on the previous day, it had 

fngto irtkl^6ioJ^the suggested that the German Government should be 
German Constitution given 1 5 days to obtain from the Legislative Assembly a 
repudiation of the Articles infringing the condition.s of the 
Treaty. He did not lay any particular stress on the period of 15 days, but 
he thought some fixed period should be laid down. If the German Delega- 
tion protested that the period allowed them was too short, and asked for an 
extension, he would agree to it, but he did not think it proper to leave it to 
them to estimate the period themselves. 

Mr. Hurst asked whether M. Glemenceau referred to a period for the 
signature of the instrument itself. 

M, Glemenceau said that he referred to the ratification of the instrument 
by the German National Assembly. 

Mr. Balfour observed that the German Government was asked to under- 
take and present the instrument to the Assembly at its next Meeting. 

M. Glemenceau said that he would prefer, instead of the words 'when it 
next assembles’, to say ‘within 15 days after the coming into force of the 
Treaty’, that was to say, upon ratification by three of the Great Powers. 

Mr. Polk asked how soon the German Delegation was to sign the pro- 
posed declaration. 

(It was decided to introduce into the text, the word ‘forthwith’ in this 
connection.) 

M. Glemenceau observed that the German Delegation must have time, 
if they required it, to telegraph to Berlin. He also informed his colleagues 
of a telegram received that morning to the effect that the National Assembly 
was being summoned at Weimar to reconsider the provisions of the Goiistitu- 
tiori complained of. This was not official news, but informal information he 
had received, .. 

(After a few slight verbal alterations, the draft reply and declaration as 
-contained in Appendix B, were accepted.) 
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XX 


3* (The Members of the Commissions on Polish and Czecho-Slovak Affairs 
entered the room.) 

^Teschln said that in accordance with the directions of the 

Goiincii on the previous day, the two Commissions had met in the 
afternoon. The majority maintained their original opinions. He then read 
and explained the report of the Meeting contained in Appendix G. 

Mr. Balfour said that he feared the result of the plebiscite in Teschen 
would be to deprive Gzecho-Slovakia not of 40% of the coal, but of 100%. 
The territory was Polish and the Commission had attributed it to Czecho- 
slovakia, because of the railway running through it connecting Bohemia and 
Slovakia. This railway would almost certainly become Polish property. 
Surely this was far more contrary to the interest of the Czecho-Slovaks than 
anything the Commission had proposed. Nevertheless, as M. Benes appeared 
to accept a plebiscite, it must be assumed that he knew liis own business 
best. 

M, Gambon said that neither M. Benes nor M. Dmowski could be brought 
to accept either of the lines suggested in the Commission, Both, however, 
agreed to accept the plebiscite. 

M. SciALOjA said that it was impossible for the Council to refuse the 
plebiscite if both claimants agreed to it. 

(It was then agreed that a plebiscite should be held in the Duchy of 
Teschen and in the districts of Spiesz and Orava in accordance with the 
proposals of the Joint Commissions (Appendix C). The detailed organisa- 
tion of this plebiscite was referred for examination and report to the Joint 
Commission.) 

4. (At this point, the members of the Labour Commission entered the room.) 

M. Clemengeau said that, on the previous day, he had 
A^mismn^Gemanand agreement with Mr. Barnes. It had been 

Labour Congress at agreed that the Congress should be left free to invite the 
Washington attendance of the German and xAustrian Delegates or not. 

As it was practically a foregone conclusion that the 
Congress would invite them to attend, the French Government would 
facilitate the granting of passports in anticipation to the Germans or Austrians, 
who might be delegated to go to Washington. 

Mr. Barnes said that he had received information that President Wilson 
was willing to invite the German and Austrian Delegates to Washington. 

Mr. Polk said that this was not quite correct. The President said that he 
was willing that the Labour Congress should decide whether or not the 
German and Austrian Delegates should be admitted. He, himself, as Head 
of the American Delegation, had undertaken that no passport difficulties 
would be made on the American side to prevent the Germans and Austrians 
from going to Washington, in the hope of being admitted to the Labour 
Congress. 

Mr. Barnes said that he was not sure that these arrangements would be 
satisfactory to the Germans and Austrians. 
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Al. C-LKMENCi'AU s.'titi that they should take what was being clone a? a sigai 
'li' gno(i'^'. iil. IJc was liimself making a step in the direction of cfJiu'ilhition, 
in, iha (.louncii of Four, he had decided adversely. Now that Peace was 
.sie,ia‘tK he was ready (o yield to some extent. He had been a.ssured by the 
Fienci! iaih'our Pej»re,s(a3tatives that they would be satisfied with the very 
ihiny lu; -wa.s now offering. 

A'L SciALOfA said that Italian labour opinion required an implicit iiivita- 
lioi: lo the Geirnans and Austrians. Otherwise, Italian wwking men w'ould 
not attend the Go:rigTes.s. There w^ere two distinct questions involved. The 
lir.st was admi.ssion to the Congress and the second w^as admission to the 
l.i!teiriatiou:il Organi.sation of Labour. As to the second, it must be left to 
tile Onigre.s.s to deride and each. State could give its representatives instruc- 
tions. The nr.st. ho\vever, which involved the right to be heard in the 
Congress, could only be decided by'- the Council. 

Ai. Gls;,men(.:f:au stutl that nothing would ever prevail upon him to extend 
an im itation on bciiaif of the Council to German and Austrian Delegates to 
attend the Labour Congress. He would not submit to pressure from Italian 
socialism, wdiich had been consistently against the war and pro-German. 

Mr., Barnes observed that the Council had already decided that Germany 
would be admitted to the second meeting of the Labour Congress. Conse- 
quently, Germany would, ipso facto, be let into the International Labour 
Organisation. 

M. Glemenceau said that that was no doubt the case. What he refused 
to do was to invite them, in the name of the Council, to attend the Congress 
at Washington. He was prepared to leave the question to the Congress. 

Mr. Balfour said that he was of the same opinion, but he w''oukl ask 
Mr. Barnes wdiethcr the abstention of the Italian Socialists would have any 
effect on Labour Organisations in other countries. 

Mr, Barnes said that it would have a certain efl'ect. He had tried to 
anticipate it by telling British Labour Organisations that the admission of 
the Germans and Austrians depended upon the representation of Labour 
and Socialism in the Congress. This would be an inducement to Labour and 
Socialist representatives to attend the Congress. 

Mr, Polk said that he did not think the question was one the Council 
should decide, 

M. SciALOjA said that he was not a defender of the Socialists. There w^ere 
in Italy, as in other countries, moderate and extreme Socialists. The Italian 
Government wished to support the former rather than the latter. Pie thought 
that public opinion should be made to feel that the Council was not opposing' 
moderate demands. 

M. Glemenceau said that the Congress would almost certainly invite the 
Germans and Austrians to attend, and he would himself state in the Chamber 
of Deputies that the decision taken was taken in a conciliatory spirit. 

(It was decided that the question of the admission of German and Austrian 
.Delegates to the forthcoming Labour Congress at Washington should be 
left to the decision, of that Congress. In the meantime, the Allied and 
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AsHoeiated Governments would put no obstacles in tlie way of German 
or Austrian Delegates desirous of proceeding to Wasliington, in anticipa- 
tion of a decision in their favour.) 

[Not printed] 3 

Allied work-people 
admitted to Emmy Terri- 
tories mid Vice Versa 

6. M. Dutasta said that the Drafting Committee requested instructions as 
to the language in which the Air Convention should be drafted. 
Language of previous Conventions, in French, English and 

Italian, the 1-rench text prevailing m case oi divergence, or in 
French and English, each having equal authority, as in the case of the Con- 
ventions signed at Versailles? 

M, SciALojA said that, as the Convention was very important for Italy, 
he desired an Italian text. 

(After some discussion, it was decided that the Air Convention should he 
drawn up in English, French and Italian, the text in the two former 
languages having equal authority.) 


7. After some discussion, it was agreed: — 

. That the Bulgarian Delegation should be invited to receive 

TreTTlfBul L’Horloge, at the Quai d’Orsay, 

garim Delegation Greek and Roumanian observations just re- 

ceived should be discussed at the next meeting of the Council. 


8. M. Glemenceau said that he had received a letter from M. Pachitch 
^ j, , A • (Appendix DV stating that, as the Government had 
Tnatyby'Represmt 2 ‘^’^ resigned, the Delegation was bound to wait for authority 
lives of the Kingdom of before signing the Treaty of Peace with the Austrian 
the Serbs, Groats and Republic. 

Slovenes 


3 After a brief discussion the Supreme Council decided, on the proposal of Mr. Barnes, 
that, subject to an announcement at a future date of the views of the American delegation, 
the resolution passed by the Labour Commission on June 4, 1919 (see No. 45, note 8), ‘was 
accepted as a general principle of the Conference.’ During the preceding discussion 
M, Clemenceau had said that ‘German workmen at present engaged to work on the de- 
vastated districts of France brought with them their own rights and privileges. Mr. Balfour 
asked whether foreign workmen going to England were also to have their own rights. 
Mr. Barnes said that the case did not arise in. England, as a foreign workman was granted 
British rights even to the extent, after a certain period, of receiving a share in the National 
Health and Unemployment Insurances and Old Age Pensions. Mr. Polk said that he could 
not, for the time being, express an opinion, but he had no objection to the principle. 
Mr. Barnes observed that it was only the principle of reciprocity that was involved. It did 
not become landing on any given State unless that State made individual agreements with 
another. State’. 

Not printed. Thi.s brief letter, dated at Paris, September 10, 1919, was as summarized 
by M. Clemenceau. 



9* Mr. Polk drew attention to .a telegram received from Budapest (see 
Appendix E). 

^Tilled said that he was not at all disposed to 
Budapesi"" offer the Hungarian Government financial credits, nor was 

he prepared to see the Government of the country handed 
over to the Allied Generals at Budapest. He agreed, however, that it was 
desirable to send the Mission instructions. 

(It was decided that the question of sending further instriictioas to the 

Inter- Allied Mission at Budapest should be placed on the Agenda.) 

Mr. Polk observed that the Roumanians were under the impression that 
the United States alone, among the Allied and Associated Powers, raised 
objections against their conduct in Hungary. This impression had not been 
set right by Allied representatives on the spot. It was desirable that the 
Roumanian Government should be informed that the Council had acted 
only upon information received from the Inter-Allied representatives. 

M. PiCHON observed that, as M. Glemenccau signed all the telegrams sent 
in the name of the Council, France was incurring a great deal of unpopularity 
ill Bucharest, where it was supposed that France was particularly antagonistic 
to Roumanian ambitions. It had therefore been pointed out to the Rou- 
manian Government that these telegrams emanated from the Council of the 
Five Principal Allied and Associated Powers and not from M. Clemenceau 
as French Prime Minister. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought it was the people on the spot who had 
created the impression that America alone was responsible for Roumanian 
troubles. 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel Astoria, Paris. 

September ii, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 56 
Document i 

AS/c/595. BRITISH DELEGATION, PARIS. 

September 10, igig 

Dear General, 

The attached letter to General Masteiman from the German Aviation authorities 
contains the information you asked me to let you have regarding the German 
proposals to start civil aviation with war machines. The proposals may be sum- 
marised as follows 

Six aerial post lines to be started from Cologne. The estimated number of aero- 
planes required for one of these lines, viz., Cologne to Berlin, is r 70. The Company 
has already bought 140 aeroplanes and other aircraft material from the German 
Government. It is claimed that these aircraft are exempt from delivery to the 
Allies as they are new and have never been used for warlike purposes. 
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As regards the above proposals, the six aerial post lines are, of course, capable 
of indefinite expansion. The estimated number of aeroplanes recjuired for the 
Gologne-Berlin line, viz., 170, includes one-third for repair. This percentage for 
repair is insiiflident, and the total number required would be at least 200. There 
would, of course, be no limit to the reserve which could be built up, and it is 
highly probable that several thousand aei'oplanes would be required for the 
efficient working of these routes. 

The 140 aeroplanes which the Company has bought from the German Govern- 
ment are the property of the Allies, as under the Air Glauses Germany is required 
to surrender all her naval and militaiy aircraft, and these machines are all of 
military types. 

The whole question, I think, hinges upon this point, namely, the type. So far 
as our information goes, Germany has not produced any distinctly civil types of 
aeroplanes since the Armistice. A Gotha which has been built since the Armistice, 
and has not been fitted with bomb-racks is, nevertheless, a Gotha, and could be 
adapted for war uses within 24 houi’s. 

Although the Germans have consulted us with regard to the scheme outlined 
in the attached letter, they have already started civil aviation on a somewhat 
extensive basis, and tliere appears to be no doubt that the machines employed are 
converted w'ar machines. 

Furthermore, Germany has, as you are aware, carried out a wholesale exporta- 
tion of her aircraft to neutral Powers, and this exportation is still in progress 
despite various remonstrances which have been made by the Armistice Commis- 
sion and latterly by Marshal Foch, acting under instructions of the Su|'jreme 
Council® 

Owing to the delay in the ratification of the Treaty, the Air Clauses have already 
been to a large extent circumvented, and if Germany is permitted to regard a 
military machine adapted to civil purposes as a civil machine, the Air Glauses of 
the Peace Treaty will have little value. 

A survey of the whole aeronautical position in Germany at the present moment 
W'ould be lengthy, and in many respects incomplete, owing to lack of sufficient 
data, but I think there is sufficient infonnation to warrant the following con- 
clusions: — 

(1) That civil aviation in Germany is being heavily subsidised. 

(2) That the German aircraft industry, aided by the German Government, has 

attained considerable footing in neutral markets. It is to Ire remembered 
that Germany’s aircraft industry is the foundation of her air power. 

{3) That the military brain of Germany intends to develop German air power 
under camouflage of civil aviation. 

As regards (3), I do not think this can be prevented, as the Supreme Council 
was not willing to adopt the measures recommended for its prevention by the 
Advisory Aeronautical Commission.^ But I think that it is possible to delay the 
development of German air power by enforcing the air clauses to the letter. In 
ordci- that this shall be done, it will be necessary for the President of the Inter- 

^ Cf. No. 41, minute 5 and appendix G. 

® For the original views of the Aeronautical Commission as regards the prevention of the 
development of German air power by means of ci\dl aviation, see the record of the meeting 
of the Supreme Council (Council of Ten) on March 17, 1919, printed in Papers relating to 
the Foreign Relations of the United Slates: The Paris Peace Conference, igig, vol. iv, pp. 371-a. 
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Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control, viz., General Klasterman, to be. given 
a iree hand, and to receive strong support from the Supreme Council, 

Yours sim,:(U'eiy, 

P. R. C. C.ROVES. 

Major-General The Rt. Hon. J. E. B. Seely, G.B., C.M.G., etc., Under Secretary 
of State fo!’ tlic Royal Air Force, 


Document 2 


Memorial ahoid the opening up of an. Aerial Post Service between Cologne, 
Hanover and Berlin 

Cologne, August go, igig 

'I’lie Gerrnaii ‘Flugverkehr-Aktiengesellschaft’ has obtained the approval of 
die German Government to establish an aerial post service on 6 lines. The same 
are : — 


From Cologne to Berlin. 

5, Cologne 5, Hamburg. 

Cologne 5, Breslau. 

„ Cologne ,, Munich, 

,, Cologne ,, Stuttgart. 

,, Cologne ,, Bale. 

For this purpose the Fiugverkehr-Aktiengeselischaft has bought in Germany 
from the German Government the following unused aeroplane material : — 


60 L.V.G. Cells. 

30 „ Aeroplanes. 

ICO F.D.H. 

10 F.D.H. 

200 Motors Bz. IV ue. 


Type C. VL 

„ G. VI with Bz. IV ue. 
„ G. VII „ ditto. 

„ G. Ill „ ditto. 


In accordance with paragraph 202 of tire Peace Treaty, these machines are 
exempted from delivery because, being perfectly new, they were never used during 
the war for warlike purposes and they are not destined for warlike purpo.ses, 
because the Army is demobilized. 

If the flying service is to be established in the near future, it is necessary that the 
Allies confirm the release of this aeroplane material. 

In the first place it is intended only to open up the line Cologne-Hanovcr- 
Berlin. The connections by rail and post are unreliable on account of the general 
condition ; but the linking up of the most important places in the occupied and 
unoccupied territory is for the German authorities of the greatest interest. At the 
same time it is intended to carry not only the German post but also the post of tiie 
occupation authorities. 

It is intended to organize the aerial post service Cologne-Hanover-Berlin as 
follows 

I. 17 intermediate stations are to be established on the line Cologne-Hanover- 
Beiiin. Every intermediate station has at the disposal aeroplanes as well 
as motor cars, in order to be able to continue an interrupted flight without 
loss of time for the postal service. 
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2. hi dii- fii'Kl. place the orientation of the aeroplanes takes place by land orienta- 

do.,; i)y installing the sending off and receiving apparatuses in the aero- 
n.'S and by erecting arrow stations, it will by Spring be possible to 
{firect the aeroplanes automatically by means of wireless telegraphy. 

3. ‘I'lie following aeroplane material is needed for the line Gologne-Hanover- 

Berlin :■ — 

x'j Staiions each with 2 aeroplanes . . . . = 34 aeroplanes. 

3 Principal stations each with 15 aeroplanes . • = 45 55 

For every day service 2 times 12 aeroplanes — 24 aero- 
planes to be changed from day to day . . . — 48 „ 

Total . . 127 aeroplanes. 

The least to be considered as being in repair is one-third, therefore 1 70 aero- 
planes would be recpiired. This great number of aeroplanes is necessary 
in order to make it possible to provide every intermediate station accord- 
ingly, and in order to be able to dispose of the necessaiy reserve machines. 

/p , The postal service will be arranged in such a way that the line will in each 
direction be covered 1 2 times per day. It is of the utmost interest that the 
line Cologne-Hanover-Berlin is opened up as early as possible. After 
release of the aeroplanes by the Allies the aerial post service will be started 
4 weeks after its approval. 

In order to be able to examine the correctness of the Company’s statement 
about the material at disposal, and in order to keep control that the aeroplanes 
have all been rendered useless for any military purposes, it is suggested that the 
Allies appoint a control Officer at the expense of the Flugverkehr-Aktiengesellschaft. 

ScHwiNK, Captain. 

German General Staff Officer, 
Bridgehead, Cologne. 

Appendix B TO No. 56 
Document 1 7 

By their Note of September 2nd, the Allied and Associated Powers have brought 
to the notice of the German Government a clause in the new German Constitution 
respecting German relations with Austria which is in direct contradiction with the 
provisions of the Treaty of Peace relating to the same subject. 

The German Government, by its Note of September 5th, reply that no article 
whatever be its plain grammatical meaning can really be in contradiction with 
the Treaty of Peace, because there is another dame in the Constitution which says 
that nothing the Constitution contains can affect the Treaty. By this ingenious 
device the German Constitution could eventually be so amended as formally to 
contradict every provision which the Treaty of Peace contains. It might, for 
example, enact that a German Army of several million men was to be maintained 
by conscription; and when the Allied and Associated Powers pointed out that this 

7 This note is printed in translation in Verhandlungen der verfassunggebenden Naiional- 
versarmnlung, voL 3.:j,o, No. 1793, as cited by F. Berber, op. cit., vol. i, pp. 545-6. 
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was not in conformity with the Treaty which narrowly limited tin* Cciiuan Arm\ 
and forbade conscription, the German Government could re])]y lhai if Hit' 
Constitution itself in Article 1 78 provided a sufficient remedy for the evil by laying 
it down that nothing in the Treaty could be affected by the Goustitatior.. 

The above, one may say, is an imaginary case, but it is justified when one reads 
in Article 1 12 of the German Constitution, as at present drafted, that no German 
nationals can be surrendered for trial before a foreign tribimal, when the Treaty 
stipulates in precise terms that certain persons charged with offences against the 
laws and customs of war arc to be surrendered for trial before a foreign tribunal. 

According to the German I'eply, Article 178 was introduced in order to avoid 
‘all possible contradictions between the provisions of the Constitution and the 
conditions of the Peace Treaty’. The intention is excellent if it relates to those 
doubtful and accidental contradictions which the ingenuity of lawyers may detect 
in the language of two long and complicated documents. But, in this case it is not 
a question of doubtful and accidental contradictions. Those of which the Allied 
and Associated Powers make complaint are assuredly open and manifest, and can 
be hardly other than deliberate. No one can believe that the framers of the German 
Constitution, when they inserted Article 61 and settled the terms of Article ii2, 
were not aware that their wording was irreconcilable with the engagements into 
which Germany had solemnly entered only a few w'eeks before. 

This condition of things cannot be allowed to endure. 

The German Government itself admits and declares that if the Constitution and 
the Treaty clash, the Constitution must give way. 

In view of this admission, the Allied and Associated Powers call upon the 
German Government to place on record without further delay in the diplomatic 
instrument of which the text is enclosed herewith, the explanation which it has 
made to the Allied and Associated Powers in its answer of September 5th 1919. 
This instrument must be signed at Versailles forthwith, by an authorised representa- 
tive of the German Government, in the presence of representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, and must be duly approved by the competent 
German legislative authorities within 15 days of the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Peace, 


Document 2 
Draft Declaraiion 

The undersigned, duly authorised and acting in the name of the German 
Government, admits and declares that ail the provisions of the German Constitu- 
tion of August I ith, 1919, which are in contradiction with the terms of the Treaty 
of Peace signed at Versailles on June 28, 1919, are null and void. 

The German Government admits and declares that the second paragraph of 
Article 6 1 of the said Constitution is therefore null and void, and in particular that. 
Austrian representatives cannot be admitted to the Reichsrat, except so far as the 
Council of the League of Nations in accordance with Article 80 of the Treaty of 
Peace should consent to such a change in the international status of Austria. 

The present Declaration will be approved by the competent German legislative 
authority within 15 days of the coming into force of the Treaty of Peace. 

Done at Versailles the day of September 1919 in the presence of the 

undersigned representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 
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Appendix G to No. 56 

Rapport Presente au Conseil Supreme par la Commission des Affaires 
Polonaises et la Commission des Affaires Tcheco-Slovaqiies Reunies sur la 
Question de Teschen 

Ell execution de la resolution prise le 10 septembre par le Conseil Supreme, la 
Commission des Affaires Polonaises et la Commission des Affaires Tcheco-Slovaques 
se sont reunies dans I’apres-midi du 10 septembre pour soumettre a uii nouvel 
examen la question de Teschen. Elies ont du constater I’inipossibilite ou elles se 
trouvaient de fixer un trace de la frontiere entre la Tcheco-Slovaquie et la Pologne 
auquel toutes les Delegations pussent se rallier. 

Tandis quc la majorite de la Commission (Delegations americaine, britannique, 
italienne et japonaise) declarait en effet s’en tenir aux conclusions du rapport du 
22 aout,^ la Delegation fran^aise a propose un nouveau trace, que la majorite n’a 
pas cru pouvoir accepter. 

I. Opinion de la Majorite. (Delegation [s] americaine, britannicj^ue, italienne, japo- 
naise.) 

Le Conseil Supreme a criticpie sur deux points le rapport du 22 aout: 

a) il divise entre la Pologne[et] la Tcheco-Slovaquie le bassin houiller de Karwin ; 

b) il est rnoins favorable a la Tcheco-Slovaquie que le rapport du 14 avril. 

Concernant le premier point la majorite de la Commission fait remarciuer 

respectueusement que Pobjection peut s’appliquer a plusieurs autres frontieres qui 
suivent des lignes de separations ethniques. L’objection d’ailleurs n’est pas capitale, 
k condition que les deux nations fassent preuve mutuellement de bonne volonte 
pour le reglement des interets economiques engages. On peut citer comme exemple 
le cas du bassin houiller suivant : 

1°. le bassin franco-beige qui coupe la frontiere entre Valenciennes et Saint- 
Ghislain; 

2°. le bassin houiller situe au nord d’Aix-la-Chapelle et dont les puits principaux 
sont repartis de part et d’autre de la frontiere hollando-allemande. Quant a 
Pobjection, tiree du fait que le rapport du 22 aout est moins favorable aux Tchecpies 
que le rapport du 14 avril, Pattention du Conseil Supreme est respectueirsement 
attiree sur les points suivants: 

a) Le rapport du 14 avril n’a pas ete adopte a Punaniniite; 

h) La solution proposee dans le rapport du 14 avril n’a pas ete appuyee par la 
Commission Interalliee de Teschen. 

6') Du point de vue ethnographique le rapport du 22 aout est plus favorable a la 
Tcheco-Slovaquie qu’a la Pologne: la totalite de la population tchec|ue du Duche, 
a Pexception de 10,400 habitants, est annexee a la Tcheco-Slovaquie, tandis que 
62,000 Polonais sont perdus par la Pologne. 

d) Depuis le 14 avidl, date du premier rapport, le traite de paix conclu avec 
I’Ailemagne a ete ratifie par la Pologne. La majorite de la Commission estime que 
les Polonais du Duche de Teschen, vivant sur les confins d’un territoire sur lequel 
la Pologne exerce d’ores et deja des droits de souverainete, ne sont pas disposes a 
accepter une solution qu’on aurait pu leur imposer en avril dernier; 

e) En dehors de ses consequences ethnographiques indiquees ci-dessus, le regle- 
ment propose attribue a la Tcheco-Slovaquie le chemin de fer du defile de Jablimkau 

® See No. 50, appendix G. 
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rendant ainsi possibles des relations faciles par chemin de fer entre le bassin minier 
de Maehrisch Ostraii et ia Slovaquie. 

/) En ce qui concerne le charbon, le rapport attribue a la Tcheco-Slovaquie 6o% 
de la production du bassin de Teschen et 69% de la production de la partie du 
bassin d’ou on extrait le charbon a coke. 

La majorite de ia Commission n’estime pas pouvoir proposer un trace plus 
favorable a la Tcheco-Slovaquie que celui qu’elle a propose par son rapport du 
22 aout; a son avis, toute proposition dans ce sens comporterait urie grave injustice 
au detriment de la Pologne et entrainerait une hostilite durable entre les deux 
pays. Dans le rapport du 22 aout d’ailleurs, les deux Commissions reunies ont 
demande a i’unanimite que, si la frontiere proposee par elies etait acceptee, on 
leur confiat le soin de determiner les concessions, d’ordre economique et ferroviaire, 
C|ue la Pologne, en toute justice, devi'ait faire a I’litat Tcheco-Slovaque ; ces 
concessions seraient garanties par un traite dont les Commissions auraient a pre- 
parer le projet. 

Au cas oil, en depit des precisions qui precedent, le Conseil Supreme n’esti- 
merait pas pouvoir accepter la solution proposee par la majorite, celle-ci est d’avis 
C|ue ia seule maniere de resoudre la question est de recourir a un plebiscite. 

Les lignes generales de ce plebiscite, qu’accepte[nt] en principe les deux partis, 
sont indiquees plus loin. 

II. Opinion de la Minorite. (Delegation Francaise.) 

La Delegation Frangaise estime que la frontiere tracee par la majorite de la 
Commission ne tient pas uncompte [i'zc] des considerations d’ordre moral, qu’elle est 
susceptible de laisser des germes durables de discorde entre Tcheco-Slovaques et 
Polonais, et qu’elle ne presente pas en consecjuence, les caracteres C|ue doit revetir 
une delimitation definitive entre deux pays allies; son adoption ne donnerait pas 
les garanties desirables au point de vue du maintien de la paix generale. 

La Delegation Francaise estime qu’on eviterait dans une large mesure ces graves 
inconvenients, si Ton modifiait de la maniere suivante le trace de la frontiere 
proposee dans le precedent rapport de la Commission. 

1°. Au Slid de Teschen dans la region de Jablunkau, la frontiere serait reportee 
plus a rOuest de maniere a rendre a la Pologne un territoire assez etendu ou 
I’element polonais clomine; mais tout en laissant en tenitoire tcheco-slovaque 
le chemin de fer Oderberg-Kaschau. La ville de Teschen serait laissec a ia 
Pologne. 

2°. Au nord de Teschen la frontiere rejoindrait I’OIsa; elle suivrait cette riviere 
jusqu’a proximite de la iigne Oderberg-Cracovie ; elle se dirigerait ensuite vers 
i’ouest, la ligne Oderberg-Gracovie demeurant en territoire polonais et la ville de 
Deutschleuten etant attribuee a la Tcheco-Slovaquie, suivant au plus pres ia ligne 
de chemin de fer, la frontiere. rejoindrait au sud d’Oderberg la ligne proposee dans 
le precedent rapport de la Commission. 

Le bassin houiiler de Karvin serait ainsi tout entier attribue a la Tclieco- 
Slovaquie. 

II y a lieu de remai'qiier que le nombre des Polonais qui habitant le territoire 
compris entre la ligne bleue® (frontiere proposee dans le dernier rapport) et ia 
ligne rouge® (frontiere proposee le 14 avril) dans la region au nord de Teschen 
n’excede pas 70,000; le nombre des Polonais qui sex'ait attribue a la Tcheco- 
Slovaquie, si le trace fran^ais etait adopte, serait evidemment tres inferieur a ce 
total. La brievete du delai iaisse a la Commission pour presenter son rapport n’a 
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jDas permis d’eii etablir le chiffre exact, dont il faudrait d’ailleurs deduire pour 
avoir une vue precise de la situation faite a Telement poionais, le chiffre des 
Poionais qui, au sud, seront rendus a la Pologne. 

Faute de voir accepter cette solution, et eu egard a la gravite des consequences 
politiques qtie lui parait devoir entrainer Tadoption de la ligne proposee dans le 
rapport du a 2 aout (ligne bleue), la Delegation fran^aise estime que la seule 
solution de nature a ramener i’apaisement serait la consultation des populations 
par voie de plebiscite; devant le resultat du vote tout le monde devrait s’incliner. 

III. Proposilions de la Commission. 

Gonstatant rimpossibilite ou elle se trouvait de recommander k Pappi-obation 
du Gonseil Supreme un trace de la frontiere qui fut accepte par les cinq Delega- 
tions et desireuse cependant pour se conformer aux instructions qu’elle a revues de 
soumettre au Gonseil Supreme des propositions adoptees par Tunanimite de ses 
membres, la Commission toute entiere et bien qu’elle ne se dissimulat aucun des 
inconvenients d’une solution de cette nature, et au cas ou le Gonseil Supreme ne 
croirait pouvoir accepter aucun des deux traces qui lui sont proposes, a resolu de 
lui recommander de regler la question par un recours au plebiscite. Interroges 
par elle, MM. Benes et Dmowski se sont declares prets a s’incliner devant une 
decision de ce genre, M. Benes, a qui un membre de la Commission faisait 
remarquer que le plebiscite pourrait avoir pour consequence la fixation d’une 
frontiere plus desavantageuse pour la Tcheco-Slovaquie que la frontiere proposee 
par la Commission, a meme repondu que si on lui imposait le trace du rapport 
du 22 aout, il demandait le plebiscite. 

Le principe d’un plebiscite etant admis par les Tcheco-Slovaques comme 
par les Poionais et les resultats en etant acceptes d’avance, il convient de s’y 
rallier, 

Le plebiscite aurait lieu dans les conditions suivantes: 

a) Il porterait sur la totalite du Duche de Teschen; 

b) Le vote aurait lieu par commune, dans le plus bi'ef deiai possible; 

c) Le pays serait occupe par les forces alliees (il sembie qu’un I'egiment a ti'ois 
bataillons serait suffisant) ; 

d) Le Duche de Teschen serait provisoirement administre par une Commission 
interaliiee. 

Cette Commission d’apres les resultats du vote fixerait la frontiere qu’elle 
soumettrait k i’approbation de la Conference. 

e) La Commission Interaliiee aurait mandat de proposer a la Conference tel 
projet d’accord economique entre la Tcheco-Slovaquie et la Pologne que le 
resultat du vote rendrait necessaire, 

II y a lieu de remarquer, a ce propos, que M. Dmowski a renouvele aujourd’hui, 
devant la Commission, la declaration qu’il avait faite dans une seance anterieure : 
la Pologne est prete, si la Plaute-Silesie lui est attribuee, a conclure avec la Tcheco- 
Slovaquie tous les accords que celle-ci peut desirer pour ia fourniture du charbon 
dont elle a besoin, 

/) Enfin, il sembie opportun pour donner satisfaction aux demandes tcheques 
d’etcndre la zone du plebiscite aux territoires de Spis et d’Orava. 

Si le Gonseil Supreme approuve la proposition que la Commission a I’honneur 
de lui soumettre, il y aura lieu : 

i“) de charger la Commission d’etudier les modalites du plebiscite et d’etabiir, 
a cet eflct, un projet de reglement; 
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2°) de Finviter a delimiter ia region dite ‘Territoires de Spis et d’Orava’, qiii ne 
correspond a aucune division administrative definie. 

Le President de la Commission : 

, . }. Gambon. 

PARIS, le 10 septembre, igig. 

Appendix E to No. 56 

Following is text of telegram (translation) sent by the Inter-AlHed Mission at 
Budapest to the Supreme Council under date of September 1919' 

‘In a letter copy of which will be sent you by next mail, President Friedrich 
informs the Commission that his Government has the confidence of the greater 
part of the country but he lacks the necessary support from the Entente. 

‘That the Roumanian recpiisitions throw many workmen into idleness, com- 
promising the next year’s harvesting — that the Roumanian occupation prevents 
the collection of taxes, elections, organization of armed force. 

‘He asks that the Entente furnish him financial credit. 

‘Pie declares that if certain political parties are going to henceforth enjoy the 
support of the Entente and if the present Government is by this fact powerless to 
accomplish its duties, the Council of the Ministers will transmit the power to the 
Commission of Four Generals. The Commission demands instructions from the 
Supreme Council and considers it their duty to emphasize the embarrassing situa- 
tion in which they are placed by receiving no response to their preceding telegrams, 
Inter-Allied Military Mission.’ 

® See No. 57, note 3. 


No. 57 

53 -] J^otes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers^ held in M. Cdemenceau' s Room, at the War Office^ Paris, on Monday, 
September ly, igig, at 10.30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Plarrison. 

British Empire: Rt. Hon. D. Lloyd George, O.M., M.P.; secretary, 
Sir M. Plankey, G.G.B. 

France: M, Clemenceau; secretary, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Tittoni; secretary, M, Paterno. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Interpreter; M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned; — 
France: M, Tardieu, Marshal Foch, General Weygand. 

I. M. Clemenceau said he had received information that the Emir Feisal 
was due to arrive at Marseilles on the i6th instant, and lie had 
given strict injunctions that the Emir Feisal was to be taken 
straight through to London. ^ The French officer who was 
attached to him would leave him at Calais. 

^ For the occasion of the visit of the Emir Feisal, see minute 5 below. 
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Lloyd George^ asked if M. Glemenceau ivould not like to see the 
Emir Feisal on liis way through Paris. 

M. Glemenceau said he had understood that Mr. Lloyd George wished to 
see the Emir Feisal at once without his staying in Paris en route, and that 
was why he had given instructions. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that there had been some misunderstanding. 
He had only asked M. Glemenceau to expedite the Emir FeisaFs journey 
because he had heard that there was a strike at Marseilles which might delay 
him. He had not the smallest objection to his staying in Paris on his way, 
and he would be very glad if the Emir saw M. Glemenceau. He said that he 
himself had received a telegram from Port Said to the effect that the Emir 
Feisal had sailed on Saturday, and that it was believed he had gone to Malta 
in H.M.S. 'Speedy’, but he was not certain as to whether it was the 'Speedy’ 
or a French ship. 

M. Glemenceau stated that he had no information in this regard and 
added that in accordance with the orders already issued, Emir Feisal would 
proceed to Calais. M. Glemenceau then drew attention to the Agenda 
which had been circulated. 


2. M. Glemenceau said that the first question on the agenda was the Gondi- 
^ lions of Peace with Bulgaria. This, however, could not be dealt 

of Peace with Tardieu was present. 

Bulgaria (A message was sent to M. Tardieu, asking him to attend.) 


3 . (The Conference had before them a telegram from the Inter-Allied 
Military Mission at Budapest, referring to the interference 
Demand for mstruc- fleeting with from the Roumanian Authorities, 

^AllM^Milikoy^^' insisting on the embarrassing situation in whicli they were 
Mission at Budapest placed, and asking for instructions as to what action they 
were to take (Appendix A). 3) 

This was read by the Interpreter in English. 

M. Glemenceau said that if his recollection was correct, the four Generals 
had been sent to Budapest in order to find out what was going on there. 
They had nothing to do with the form of Government in Hungary. They had 
received written instructions,^ and this was a matter which could be easily 
ascertained. So far as he could remember, however, the questions now raised 
by the Generals had no relation to their original instructions, and he thought 
they called for no answer, 

Mr. Lloyd George asked how it was possible to deal with the Rou- 
manians until a despatch was received from Sir George Clerk, who had been 


^ Mr. Lloyd George had arrived in Paris on a brief visit over the preceding weekend. He 
returned from Paris to London on September 16, 1919. 

Not printed. This appendix contained the French text of the telegram in appendix E 
to No. 56. This text was numbered as telegram 292 and dated September 8, a day earlier 
than the date given in No. 56, appendbc E. ' 

See No. a8, appendix B, 
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sent to Bucharest. He himself was inclined to suspect the Roumanians of 
delaying Sir George Clerk’s telegrams. 

M. Glemenge.\u said that the only information he had received about Sir 
George Clerk was that he would like to get back home. He uiiderstoodj 
however, that the Roumanians were taking matters into their own hands in 
Hungary. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that according to the information he had received 
that morning, the Roumanians were looting the telephone receivers out of 
private houses. The [PTlieir] Mission had actually seized 4,000 private 
telephone receivers. 

Mr. Polk said he had received a telegram to the effect that the Hun- 
garians apprehended that the intention of the Roumanians was to leave 
Hungary suddenly in order to create such a situation as would necessitate a 
speedy return. They had sent a detachment to guard the Depot of Stores left 
behind by Mackensen. The American General at Budapest reported that 
his personal relations with the Roumanian authorities had improved. 

M. Glemengeau said he did not see how the Allies could send a reply to 
the Commission’s telegram. 

Mr. Lloyd George said they could not send a reply till they received Sir 
George Clerk’s report. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the question as to what could be done for the 
provision of some forces for the maintenance of order in Hungary should be 
referred to the Military Representatives at Versailles, in order, if the 
Roumanians withdrew, to prevent the re-establishment of Bolshevism in 
Hungary. 

Mr. Lloyd George said it was not the concern of the Allies what action 
was taken in Hungary to prevent Bolshevism. That was the task of the 
Hungarians them.selves. Each nation ought to deal with its own problem in 
this respect. 

Mr. Polk said that the Allies had a certain responsibility in the matter. 
The Hungarians had not been permitted to form a gendarmerie, hence, if 
the Roumanians withdrew in a spirit of spite, the Allies could not divest 
themselves of all responsibility for what happened in Hungary. If not Ver- 
sailles, some one else ought to consider this problem. 

M, Tittoni said that he did not think the Allies ought to interfere in the 
internal affairs of Plungary, but they had an interest in securing a stable 
government. He suggested the desirability that the Allied Mission of 
Generals, who appeared to be popular in Hungary, without undue inter- 
ference, should exercise their moral influence to assist in the formation of a 
coalition government and of a local gendarmerie. 

Mr, Lloyd George at this point intervened to say that he was only in 
Paris for one day. He had not had an opportunity to study the questions on 
the Agenda paper, and did not feel competent to deal with them, Mr. Bal- 
four ha d left behind hims people who were competent to discuss these matters, 

5 Mr, Balfour had returned from Paris to London on the afternoon of September ii, 



for example, Sir Eyre Crowe. He thought that the Agenda should^ be left 
for these persons to clear up. He himself could render little assistance in these 
questions. On the other hand, there were two or three matters which he 
desired to discuss. He would be very grateful if his colleagues would agree 
to postpone the Agenda, and to discuss certain questions that he wished to 
raise. As a matter of personal convenience, he asked them to do this. 

M. Glemengeau asked if there was any objection. 

Mr. Polk said that he would like to be in a position to hand the Bulgarians 
their Treaty to-morrow. 

M. Glemengeau said it would be desirable to do this, but that the rest of 
the Agenda might be postponed. 

4. Mr. Lloyd George said that the first question he wished to raise was 
that of the future of the Conference. It was impossible for the 
^mfermce^^ Conference to continue in perpetuity governing Europe. The 
British Government had a special difficulty in the matter. 
Mr, Balfour could not remain any longer. Lord Milner would shortly be 
going to Egypt. Lord Gurzon was incessantly engaged at the British Foreign 
Office,*^ where there was a great deal to do, and Mr. Bonar Law^ had the 
House of Commons to look after. He could not find any Minister whom he 
could spare, who would be able to speak the mind of the British Government 
on questions of policy. There were one or two large questions which the 
Conference ought to clear up. After that, they would only have to deal with 
the Treaty with Turkey. He feared that this could not be settled finally for 
some months. At present the Conference was held up in the matter until 
President Wilson was able to declare the position of America in regard to 
Mandates. 3 Until he did so, what useful purpose could be served by discus- 
sing the Treaty with Turkey? He did not know when we should be in a posi- 
tion to discuss it, but, in his view, it might not be until the end of November, 

Mr. Polk interjected that he thought the American position would be 
cleared up by the end of October. A Resolution had already been tabled in 
Congress in regard to the Armenian Mandate. 

(At this point M. Tardieu entered, and explained that the Commission 
over which he presided was not yet quite ready to discuss questions 
raised by the Greek and Roumanian Delegations in regard to the 
Gonditions of Peace with Bulgaria, 

Consequently, M. Glcmenceau decided that the whole of the Agenda 
should be remitted until the following day. 

M. Tardieu withdrew. 

The discussion on the future of the Conference was then continued.) 

* Lord Gurzon was Lord President of the Council and Acting Secretary of State ibr 
Foreign Affairs until he succeeded Mr. Balfour as Secretary of State on October 29,1919. 

Lord Priv)? Seal and Leader of the House of Commons. 

® The reference was to the question whether the United States of America would be 
prepared to assume a mandate for a part of the former Ottoman Empire, more particularly 
Armenia. ' ' • 
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Mr. Lloyd George said he thought that Mr. Polk was rather sanguine. 
President Wilson had hoped that he would be able to announce the American 
position on Mandates in August or September. He felt, therefore, that the 
Conference could not found its procedure on the assumption that the 
American position in regard to Turkish mandates would be clear by October, 
(a) Turke Conference would have to be reconstructed in 

^ November or later for the consideration of the Turkish Treaty. 
He did not think the Conference could be kept in continuous session until then. 

’ Secondly, what was now important was to make provisional arrangements 
as regards the garrisons to be maintained in Turkey, and he would refer to 
this question later. 

In addition, there was the question of Russia. In regard to this, he had 
lb) Russia questions to raise. The first was as to whether M. Paderewski 
should be encouraged in the project he had formed for sending 
500,000 men to Moscow. He himself had spent two hours with M. Paderewski 
on the previous day. M. Paderewski’s attitude had been perfectly reasonable. 
He had said that if the Allied and Associated Powers wished the Poles to 
advance on Moscow, he was prepared to do it. The cost, however, would 
amount to 30,000,000 Marks a day. Later, he had said he could do it for 
j^6oo,ooo sterling a day, but this would really mean £ i ,000,000 sterling a day. 
Who would be willing to pay this? In addition to the sum required for 
maintaining the Poles, Denekin had another 500,000 men. Would these 
also have to be paid for, and if so, by whom? 

The second question in regard to Russia arose in connection with the 
Baltic Provinces. As far as he could gather, Esthonia wanted independence, 
and did not much mind about Bolshevism. Apparently, they were at present 
contemplating discussing peace with the Bolshevists. As regards Latvia and 
Lithuania, however, the Germans had been ordered by the Allies to quit, and 
had not moved. One set of people said that the Germans were a great force 
with which to meet Bolshevism. M. Paderewski, however, had said that to 
utilise the Germans was playing with fire. If Germans were employed, they 
would assuredly get hold of Russia. Pie himself did not feel sure that the 
Allied representatives in the Baltic Provinces, who included a British General, 
were sufficiently alive to the danger of using the Germans against the 
Bolshevists. Hence, two problems arose: — 

(1) Were any further steps to be taken for supplying arms and money to 

the anti-Bolshevist forces in Russia, and 

(2) Were the Allies to use the Germans against the Bolshevists? 

In regard to the second point, if the Allies were not prepared to use the 
Germans, they ought to tell them to clear out. M. Paderewski’s information 
was that the Germans had hundreds of thousands of men in the Baltic 
Provinces. They were constantly sending them officers and N.G.O.’s. 
M, Paderewski also said that the German War Office was ec|uippmg these 
troops. His (Mr. Lloyd George’s) view was that the Germans ought to be 
cleared out. 



M. Glemengeau inteijected that he was in fuil agreement. 

Mr. Lloyd George, continuing, said that he was anti-Bolshevist, but he 
did not want it to be the Germans who cleared the Bolshevists out. He also 
said that the Germans were giving land to German soldiers in the Baltic 
Provinces and attracting volunteers there in large numbers by these means. 
Hence, he would ask the Conference to decide that the Germans should be 
cleared out of the Baltic Provinces. He believed they had a right to do so. 

M. Glemengeau said that they had not the right until the Treaty was 
signed. 

Mr. Lloyd George said they had a right under the Armistice. 

M. Glemengeau said that this could easily be ascertained. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that another question that the Conference ought 
to clear up was the situation in the Adriatic. 

(c) Adnaiic Clemengeau said that he and M. Tittoni were quite ready 

to discuss this, and would have a proposal to make. 

Mr. Lloyd George said yet another question was the first meeting of 
{(1) League of the League of Nations. 

Nations 


Finally he wished to raise the question of the trial of the ex-Kaiser and 


(e) Trial of ex- 
Kaiser and Officers 


of the German Officers, for he felt that the Allies ought to 
be in a position to take action immediately the Treaty was 
ratified. 


5. Mr. Lloyd George said that as regards Turkey it was impossible at 
^ ^ the present moment to discuss the question of mandates. All that 

CilkiT discussed usefully was the arrangements for the military 

occupation of the various spheres. He had discussed this matter 
with M. Clemenceau on Saturday, September 13th, and had handed to 
him an Aide-Memoire, which he would now place before the Conference, 
(Appendix B.) 

(The Aide-Memoire was handed round.) 

Mr. Lloyd George then gave a summary of what was contained in the 
Aide-Memoire. He referred first to the final paragraph, in which it is 
stated, that the French Government having accepted responsibility for the 
protection of the Armenian people, the British Government will consent to 
the immediate despatch of French troops via Alexandretta and Mersina, 
for this purpose. Field Marshal Alienby had seen General Weygand on this 
subject on Saturday. The withdrawal of British troops from Cilicia was to 
take place immediately. The British troops would also be withdrawn from 
Syria, beginning on November ist. Under the Sykes-Picot Agreement, 
Damascus, lioms, Hama and Aleppo had been included within the b<nindancs 
of the Arab State. He therefore proposed that the British troops should Inuid 
the garrisons of these tov/ns over to the Emir Feisal. In other parts of Syria, 
west of the Sykes-Picot line, the garrisons would be handed over to French 
troops. In the first instance, British troops would be withdrawn to the line 
which the British Government conceived to be the boundary betwaieii S}'ria 
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and Mesopotamia, and Syria and Palestine respectively. This would be the 
provisional boundary line. As regards the permanent line, if the British could 
not come to an agreement with the French Government and with Feisal, 
they were prepared to submit the question to the arbitration of someone 
nominated by President Wilson, if the President would accept this charge. 
The Aide-Memoire also contained an arrangement as regards a railway 
outside the British zone, but this was a matter which would have to be settled 
as part of the permanent arrangements. 

He had taken on himself the responsibility of sending for the Emir Feisal 
to Europe, because the British Government had entered into certain engage- 
ments with King Plussein, on the strength of which, the latter had given 
strong support to our forces. In consequence of these engagements, the Arabs 
had greatly harassed the Turks, and had kept some thirty or forty thousand 
of them constantly occupied and given us very material assistance in conquer- 
ing the country. The Arabs had fulfilled their engagements and we were 
bound to fulfil ours. There was a suggestion in the French press, that the 
British Government had not told the French Government of their engage- 
ments with the Arabs. Consequently, he had promised M, Clemenceau on 
Saturday to hand him a document clearing up this point. 

(At this point, Mr. Lloyd George handed M. Clemenceau a document, 
prepared in the British Foreign Office, on the question of whether the 
French Government had been notified of the engagements made by the 
British Government with King Hussein.^) 

Mr. Lloyd George, continuing, said that the Sykes-Picot agreement had 
also been based on the engagements of the British Government with the 
Arabs. In fact, the Emir Feisal declared that, by the Sykes-Picot Agreement, 
the British Government had given away something which was promised to 
him, but the British Government could not accept this view, and felt certain 
they could convince the Emir Feisal on the matter. In their communications 
with King Hussein, they had always made it clear that in their view the 
country west of Damascus, Homs, Hama, and Aleppo was not Arab in 
character. He hoped to be able to make it clear to the Emir Feisal that this 
point had been explained fully to the Emir’s father in the letters sent to him 
by the British Government. In any case, it had been necessary to summon 
the Emir Feisal to Europe, in order to make the same declaration to him as 
to the French Government, as regards the withdrawal of the British forces. 

M. Clemenceau said that the solution of the Turkish problem must be 
considered as a whole, otherwise great difficulties would be encountered. On 
the first point mentioned by Mr. Lloyd George, President Wilson had always 
thought he would be ready to announce the American attitude as regards 
mandates by the end of September or in October. In his personal opinion, 
however, a matter of six weeks would make no material difference. He, him- 
self, had read Mr. Lloyd George’s Aide-Memoire and was preparing a reply. 

^ Foi' Anglo-French relations generally in Syria and the Middle East see Vol. IV of 
this series. 



He had, however, of course, not yet had time to read the document handed 
to him that morning, in regard to the declaration to the Arabs and the 
notification to the French Government thereon. In his view, the question 
of an Arab Empire raised great difficulties, and the Governments concerned 
must take time to consider it. He desired to state that he reserved the right 
to discuss more fully Mr. Lloyd George’s Aide-Memoire. The pressing ques- 
tion today, on which he wished to have an answer from Mr. Lloyd George, 
was as to whether the occupation by French troops of Syria and Cilicia would 
be considered as not merely as part of the agreement suggested in the Aide- 
Memoire, but as a definite acceptation of the agreement. It would not be 
possible for him to promise things he could not carry out. If Mr. Lloyd 
George was unable to come to France later to discuss the question, then he 
himself would be prepared to go to London. Until this later discussion, he 
could accept no condition in the Aide-Memoire, other than the occupation 
by French troops. As for the question of sending French troops to Armenia, 
this was a very serious and grave responsibility for France to take. He offered 
to send French troops to Armenia because the Armenians were threatened 
with massacre, in order to render a service to the Conference. This offer, 
however, could not constitute a provision of an agreement since France was 
not desirous of going to Armenia and it would involve an enormous burden. 
For the moment, he merely wished to put this question: 

Does the sending of troops by France to Syria and Cilicia mean that 

he accepted the whole agreement? 

If it was so, he could not undertake to send troops. 

(The answers to M. Glemenceau’s questions, summarised below, were 
mainly interjected by Mr. Lloyd George during the interpretation of 
M. Clemenceau’s remarks.) 

Mr. Lloyd George said that M. Glemenceau would not be committed 
to the whole agreement by sending troops. It was the intention of the British 
Government to withdraw their troops from Syria and Cilicia in any event. 
The only point was tliat in the Syrian portion, the British Government 
would, in accordance with their engagements, hand over their posts to French 
troops. 

M. Glemenceau observed that it was no advantage for France to go to 
Armenia, which would cost them a great deal of money. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that Field-Marshal Allenby had informed him 
that the mere presence of troops in the places now occupied, had a good 
effect in averting massacres in Armenia. 

Mr. Polk observed that the present discussion was merely an exchange of 
views between his British and French colleagues. It was understood that 
the question would be debated hereafter as a whole. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, nevertheless, in loyalty, he had felt it 
necessary to notify the Conference, otherwise it might be said in the news- 
papers that these arrangements were being made behind the backs of his 
colleagues. 



M. Glemengeau said lie was in agreement that Mr. Lloyd George was 
right to notify the Conference. In consequence of Mr. Lloyd George’s 
remarks, he would agree to replace the British troops in Syria and Cilicia 
by French troops, but as regards the rest of the Aide-Memoire, he must reserve 
his opinion. When the c|uestion of the future of Turkey was considered as a 
whole, it might be possible to grant what could not be granted when the 
question of Syria was considered in isolation. He would always be ready to 
go to London. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the French military authorities should 
make the necessary arrangements with Field-Marshal Allenby, who was now 
in Paris, for replacing the British garrisons within the zone proposed. He 
wished to be perfectly clear that M. Glemenceau had accepted that France 
should occupy Syria and Cilicia. 

M. Glemenceau said that French garrisons would take the places evacuated 
by the British. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that was what he had understood. This was a 
purely provisional arrangement for the military occupation. 

M. Glemenceau said that as the British left the French would take their 
places. The matter did not really affect the Conference. 

Mr, Lloyd George said that it did not prejudice the settlement of man- 
dates or boundaries. 


(M. Glemenceau instructed an Officer of his Staff to summon Marshal 
Foch and General Weygand to meet him at 3 p.m. to take his instruc- 
tions on this question.) 

For Conclusions, see summary at the end.^^ 


Annexed to the record of this meeting was the following summary of conclusions: 

‘i. M. Glemenceau, on behalf of the French Government, accepted Mr. Lloyd George’s 
^ proposal for the evacuation by the British Army of Syria and Cilicia and their 

Q ^ replacement by French troops in Cilicia and in Syria west of the Sykes-Picot 

ofS iia and distinct understanding that, in accepting this proposal, the French 

Cilicia ^ Government was not committed to acceptance of any other part of the arrange- 
ments proposed in Mr. Lloyd George’s Aide-Memoire, dated September 13th, 
1919, “in regard to the occupation of Syi’ia, Palestine and Mesopotamia pending the 
decision in regard to Mandates”. 


‘2. The Conference took note of the above agreement as a purely temporary provisional 
arrangement for military occupation without prejudice to the final settlement of mandates 
or boundaries, which would have to be considered as part of the general question of peace 
witli Turkey. 


‘3. It was agreed that Mr, Polk should recommend President Wilson to summon, as soon 
V ^ f as the Treaty has been ratified by three of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Mcfions^ Powers, the Council of the League of Nations for a meeting to be held in Europe, 
which will be devoted solely to the examination of questions in which the action 
of the Council of the League is required within a short period of the Treaty coming into 
force. 


‘4. It was agreed that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, in exacting from the 
Trial of German German Government the delivery of the persons referred to in Article 
Officers under the Treaty of Peace with Germany, should limit their demand to 

Treat'" of Peace a small selected number of typical cases.’ 
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6. Mr. Lloyd George said that the question of Russia, to which he had 
already referred, was very important. 

Rmsia Glemengeau Said that he could not see how we could accede to 
M. Paderewski’s proposals. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that M. Paderewski had stated that, if the Allied 
and Associated Powers did not want him to adopt the course he proposed, 
neither did he desire it. He, himself, suggested that M. Paderewski should 
be told that the Powers did not desire him to act. Otherwise, he might be 
requiring pecuniary support. 

M. Tittoni wished to be informed on two points. First, was M. Paderewski 
certain that Polish troops could reach Moscow, and, second, did he merely 
want facilities for raising money or did he want the Allies to finance the 
whole expedition? 

M. Glemengeau said that the worst thing to do w^as to attempt to conquer 
Russia by means of the Poles. If British or French forces were operating, it 
was known that they w'ere merely acting in the interests of Europe, but, if 
Polish troops were employed, it would rally the whole of Russia against 
them. 

(At this point it was agreed to summon M. Paderewski, Marshal Foch, 
and General Weygand.) 

Mr. Polk said that there was an American interest in this. The Poles 
were in a serious economic position. The United States were prepared to 
help them to some extent, but were not ready to find money to enable them 
to wage war. 

Mr. Lloyd George, replying to M, Tittoni’s questions, said that 
M. Paderewski would require the Allied and Associated Powers to find the 
whole of the money, M. Paderewski was convinced he could capture 
Moscow. They all said that, but the question arose as to what would happen 
after Moscow was captured. 

(The question of Russia was adjourned undl tlie arrival of Marshal 
Foch and General Weygand.) 


7. M. Glemengeau said that he did not agree with Mr. Lloyd George about 


Future of the 
Peace Confetmee 
{continued) 


the future of the Peace Conference. Personally, he would be 
most happy to be able to leave these questions alone, but 
there were imminent several large c|uestions. For example, the 
question as to whether Austria was to be allowed to join 


herself to Germany. 


Mr. Lloyd George said he was under the impression that Germany had 


given in. 

M. Glemengeau said she had not given in yet. In addition to this, there 
was the cpiestion of Silesia and that of the Baltic Provinces. Without a 
properly qualified British representative, the Conference could not sit. He 
suggested that Mr. Lloyd George should leave someone in Paris who should 
telegraph for instructions. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said it was a matter of great difficulty. He had 
contemplated leaving Sir Eyre Crowe or possibly even Lord Milner. There 
was a great difference between Sir Eyre Crowe and Lord Milner. It was 
one thing to have a man who would merely telegraph for instructions, such 
as Sir Eyre Crowe. A representative of this type would not have the same 
authority as Mr. Balfour. The difficulty was that the British Government 
had no one to spare of the calibre of Mr, Balfour. 

M. Glemenceau asked what he was to do if the Germans made some 
proposal requiring immediate decision? 

Mr. Lloyd George said it would be arranged through the Foreign 
Offices. 

M. Glemenceau said that this was a very slow procedure, 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the Conference was not a very rapid method 
of procedure. 

Mr. Polk said that, as regards the German-Austrian question, and the 
Silesian question, he thought no decision could be reached for ten days or so. 
Then would come the signature of the Bulgarian Treaty, and, later, the 
Hungarian Treaty. He agreed with Mr. Lloyd George that it might be 
better to postpone the Turkish Treaty. For the next ten days, however, 
when these great cjuestions would be arising, he thought Great Britain ought to 
have a plenipotentia[ry] in Paris. It would make a very bad effect in Europe 
if it was thought that the Conference was constantly waiting on the decision 
of Great Britain. 

M. Tittoni said that he had believed himself to be of the same view as 
Mr. Polk, but he was not sure that this was the case. He thought it desirable 
to postpone the Conference for ten or fifteen days, in order to enable Great 
Britain to send representatives with full Powers. 

Mr. Polk said that the present moment was precisely the one at which it 
was impossible to suspend the Conference. 

Mr. Lloyd George said it was best to speak frankly on this matter. It 
was no use for one or two Powers to be represented by persons with complete 
authority and others by persons who were only able to take decisions ad 
referendum. He could not send anyone with full authority. For six months he 
had been away in [? from] England, which was a country that required a good 
deal of governing, and he could not stay here himself. Nevertheless, if he left 
a representative, a decision could always be obtained from him on any point 
within twenty-four hours by telegraph or even by telephone. He presumed 
that even Mr. Polk could not take decisions on all questions. At any rate, 
he was not in the same position as President Wilson had been. 

M. Tittoni said that he, himself, had full powers. 

Mr. Lloyd George, continuing, said that the Conference was of no use 
unless all its members met on equal terms. He proposed to leave Sir Eyre 
Crowe here to clear up the outstanding questions of detail, but any great 
questions, such as, for example, one raising the possibility of a march into 
Germany — could clearly not be left for Sir Eyre Crowe to settle. He could 
only settle details when the policy had been decided. In the question of 
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Austria, for example, Sir Eyre Crowe could not take a decision, and would 
have to refer to the Cabinet, That was not a proper Conference, when only 
some members could take full responsibility. 

Mr. Polk said he agreed to some extent. He thought the Conference 
ought to take up no new questions. His point, however, was that, for a week 
or ten days, he would like to keep up the appearance of the Conference or 
the effect throughout Europe would be very bad. 

M. Glemengeau urged Mr. Lloyd George to ask Lord Milner to stay. 

Mr. Lloyd George undertook to discuss the matter Vkith Lord Milner. 

(At this point, Marshal Foch and General Weygand entered. M. 

Paderewski, who had also been telephoned for, could not be found.) 

8. M. Glemengeau explained to Marshal Foch that M. Paderewski had 
made a proposal for the employment of five hundred thousand 
fclntLued) march on Moscow at a cost of 30,000,000 Mks. a day. 

Mr. Polk and he, himself, thought that the result would be to set 
the whole of Russia against the Allies. The Conference, however, wished to 
know Marshal Foch’s view. 

Marshal Fogh said that the Conference was face to face with a very 
dangerous proposal from several points of view. If it were a question of 
action by a great State fully settled, the matter would be different, but this 
was not the case with Poland ; consequently, he did not think he could advise 
action by the Poles. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the second question arose in connection 
with the Baltic Provinces. Germany was gathering a very big force there. 
Although ordered to leave, the Germans were increasing their forces. 
General von der Goltz had now returned there. German soldiers were being 
attracted there by promises of land, amounting to a regular German coloniza- 
tion. He understood that, under the terms of the Armistice, the Allied and 
Associated Powers liad the right to compel the Germans to leave. He wanted 
to know, whether, in Marshal Foch’s view, first, the Allies had the right to 
demand the withdrawal of the Germans, and, secondly, whether the time 
had come to insist on their withdrawal. 

Marshal Foch said that, under the terms of the Armistice, the Allied 
and Associated Powers had the right to demand tlie German retirement 
from the Bal tic Provinces. As to the means of compelling them to do so, a 
difficult question arose. Of course, starting from the basis of the Armistice, 
it would be possible to exert pressure on Germany from the Rhine, from 
Poland, or from both simultaneously. It was a matter of combining the two 
operations, and this wanted thinking out.. In addition, there was the 
blockade. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked whether, in Marshal Foch’s view, the time had 
come to take some action. 

M arshal Fogh said that the longer it was put off the harder it would be. 
Consequently, the sooner action was taken the better. 

M. Glemengeau reminded Marshal Foch that the question of an advance 
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on the Rhine had been discussed in connection with the Austrian question. 
Did Marshal Focii think this method more efficacious than the sending of 
troops to disembark in the Baltic? 

Marshal Foch said that the latter proposal was out of the question. 

M. Glemengeau summed up Marshal Foch’s recommendation as being 
to restore the Blockade and take action on the Rhine in combination with 
action in Poland. 

Marshal Fogh said that the Allies might also cease returning their 
prisoners or threaten to do so. 

M. Glemengeau said that the result of the discussion was that Marshal 
Focli regarded it as possible to undertake operations to compel the Germans 
to withdraw from the Baltic Provinces. 

Marshal Fogh said that was so. 

Mr, Lloyd George strongly urged Marshal Foch to consider the question 
of clearing the Germans from the Baltic Provinces, and, subject to what the 
Marshal might say, he pressed that the Conference should make a demand 
as soon as possible. The presence of Germans in large numbers in the Baltic 
Provinces was a real danger to the peace of Europe. 

General Weygand said that the answer of the German Government to 
Marshal Foch’s demand for the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces had been 
received. The point of view of the German Government was that they had 
given orders but their troops refused to obey. In fact, they said they had no 
authority. Starting from that basis, it might be a good plan to send some 
important person, whether military or civilian, to the Baltic Provinces to see 
that the evacuation took place, and it might also be necessary to send rein- 
forcements to replace the Germans and make a barrier against Bolshevism. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that the Poles might possibly be more 
profitably employed in this manner than by marching on Moscow. 

Mr. Polk said that the presence of Polish troops might not prove accept- 
able to the Lithuanians. 

Marshal Fogh said that the true role for Poland was to provide a barrier 
on the one side against Bolshevism, and, on the other side, against Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked if Marshal Foch could give a considered view 
on this question by 4 p.m. in the afternoon. 

Marshal Fogh agreed to do so. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that Marshal Foch should see M. Paderewski. 

Marshal Fogh agreed to do so. 

M. Tittoni said that General Dupont should be asked if the German reply 
was genuine or merely play-acting. The second suggestion he had to make 
was that enquiries should be made of General Gough. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that General Gough was now back in England 
and w\ould not be returning 'to the Baltic. 

M. Tittoni asked if there was anyone else there whom the Allies could 
consult on the subject. He would like to ask for information on the spot as 
to whether, after the withdrawal of the Germans, it would be necessary for 
the Poles to take their place in order to prevent the advance of the Bolsheviks. 
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Mr. Lloyd George said that this raised a question as to whether the 
Bolsheviks were worse than the Germans. He thought that the Bolsheviks 
would disappear, but the Germans would not. 

M. Tittoni said that the only point he wished to know was whether it 
was necessary for the Poles to go to the Baltic Provinces. 

(Marshal Foch and General Weygand withdrew.) 

9. Mr. Lloyd George said he had received a letter from M. Glemeiiceau 

suggesting a meeting of the League of Nations at Washington 
The League of November. He felt very doubtful about this. He, per- 

sonally, could not attend, although this was not very material. 
But by November, Peace would not have been made with Turkey, and 
probably the question of Mandates would not have been settled. 

M. Glemenceau said that the point was that certain questions had to be 
settled by the League of Nations within fifteen days of the ratification of the 
Peace Treaty. 

Mr, Polk said that there were two or three questions which had to be 
settled by the Council of the League of Nations within 15 days of the signa- 
ture of the Treaty, and the President of the United States of America was 
directed by the Treaty to call the first meeting of the Council. His proposal 
would be that the President should summon a meeting of the Council to take 
place in London or Paris, as soon as three of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers had ratified the Treaty, even though a representative of 
the United States could not attend; and that the sole object of this meeting 
should be to examine the questions which require action by the Council 
of the League within a short period after the coming into force of the Treaty. 
He did not know if the President would accept this, but he was prepared to 
recommend it to him. 

M. Glemenceau and M. Tittoni accepted Mr. Polk’s suggestion, which 
was adopted. 

M. Glemenceau asked what about the Labour Conference. 

Mr. Polk said that that would take place anyhow. 

10. Mr, Lloyd George said that he supposed that on the ratification of the 
^ Treaty of Peace with Germany, the Allied and Associated Powers 

^ r would send their ioint demand to the Dutch Government for the 
surrender of the Kaiser. 

M. Tittoni said that he wished to notify the Conference, merely for 
information, that the Italian Chamber had nominated a Committee of 44 
to study the Treaty of Peace with Germany. It had been decided by 20 
votes against 3 socialist votes that the Treaty should be ratified, but it had 
been agreed, that the provisions for the trial of the Kaiser did not rest 
on a legal basis, because the crime had been defined after the event, and 
the tribunal had been designated by the persons who were charging the 
accused. This information was only of moral value, as the Treaty would ].ie 
approved. 
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11. Mr. Lloyd George said that as regards the trial of officers, he was in 

The Trial meeting the views of the German Government, tliat the 

r numbers to be tried should be limited. The first British list had 

oj officers 

consisted of hundreds, and he believed the same was true of the 
French list. He only wanted to make an example. To try very large numbers 
would be to create great difficulties for the German Government, which he 
believed to be better than either a Bolshevist Government or a Militarist 
Government. 

M. Glemengeau said he agreed the trial should merely be a symbol. 

12. M. Glemengeau said that since Mr. Lloyd George had left the Gon- 

Fiwne given much thought to this matter, and had come to 

the conclusion that the best way to meet everyone’s wishes was to hand 
Fiume City over to the Italians, leaving the port and railway to the League 
of Nations, and the remainder of the Hinterland to the Yugo-Slavs. He had 
talked the matter over with M. Tittoni, and thought it best to propose that 
he and Mr. Lloyd George should send a proposition on these lines to Presi- 
dent Wilson. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that a new scheme had been sent only the previous 
week to President Wilson,” and no answer had yet been returned. 

M. Tittoni said that there were two alternatives. Either that Fiume 
should be a Free Town or that a Free City should be created, or that Fiume 
should be given to Italy, the port and railway going to the League of Nations, 
and the remainder of the hinterland to the Yugo-Slavs. The Italian Govern- 
ment were most anxious to settle the question, but they did not wish a 
wound to be inflicted on the Italian people. This was for Italy a moral 
reason of the first order in favour of the new plan. Italy could not think 
of detaching herself from her Allies. There was no question of this; and 
agreement must be reached. That was why he had come to this agreement 
with M. Glemenceau. 

Mr. Polk said he had sent a definite proposal to President Wilson and 
it was not possible now to change. He believed the new proposal had been 
made before, but had been refused both by America and Great Britain. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the proposal had never been put quite in 
the present form. Fiume, including the port and certain islands, had always 
been demanded by the Italians. From a private conversation he had had 
with M. Pachitch, he thought it possible that the new proposal might be 
more acceptable to him than any other. He himself would agree to anything 
which was acceptable both to President Wilson and the Italians. The ques- 
tion was not one which ought to split the nations in two. It was really too 
trivial. The difficulty was that it had become a ‘flag’ to the Italians and 
Mr. Polk said that the recent revolution at Fiume^^ made it very difficult 
to settle on these lines. 

” See No. 58, minute 2. 

13 On September 12, 1919, Fiume was occupied by Italian armed bands under Signor 
d’Annunzio. This enterprise was denounced on the following day by Signor Nitti in the 
Italian Chamber. 
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M. Tittoni said that the revolution would first have to be suppressed. 

Mr. Lloyd George suggested that Mr. Polk should telegraph to President 
Wilson to the effect that this new proposal had been made. Of course it was 
difficult to explain the matter in a telegram, as one could explain it in. 
conversation. But he thought it was worth while to send the new proposal. 

Mr. Polk said he must know exactly what the plan was. 

M. Glemenceau said that, broadly speaking, it was that the town of 
Fiume, with the river as boundaiy, should become Italian ; that the port and 
railway should be handed over to the League of Nations; and that the 
Hinterland should go to Yiigo-Siavia, and no islands would be handed over 
to Italy. 

M. Tittoni said that the only islands to be handed to Italy were Lussin, 
Lissa and Pelagosa, 

Mr. Polk said that the Italian occupation of Lussin and the; mainland 
would give Italy a strangle-hold. 

M. Tittoni said that this region would be neutralised. 

(After some discussion it was agreed that M. Tittoni should put the 
project in writing before the afternoon meeting.) 

{The Conference adjourned until 4.0 p.m.) 

Hotel Astoria, Paris, 

September igig. 

Appendix B to No. 57 

Aide-Mimoire in regard to the Occupation of Syria, Palestine and Mesopotamia pending 
the Decision in regard to Mandates 

1 . Steps will be taken immediately to prepare for the evacuation by the British 
Army of Syria and Cilicia including the Taurus tunnel. 

2. Notice is given both to the French Government and to the Emir Feisal of our 
intentions to commence the evacuation of Syria and Cilicia on November i , 1919: 

3. In deciding to whom to hand over responsibility for garrisoning the various 
districts in the evacuated area, regard will be had to the engagements and declara- 
tions of the British and French Governments, not only as between themselves, but 
as between them and the Arabs: 

4. In pursuance of this policy the garrisons in Syria west of the Sykes-Picot line 
and the garrisons in Cilicia will be replaced by a French force, and the garrisons 
at Damascus, Homs, Hama, and Aleppo will be replaced by an Arab foi'ce. 

5. After the withdrawal of their forces neither the British Government nor the 
British Gommander-in-Ghief shall have any responsibility within the zones from 
which the Army has retired: 

6. The territories occupied by British troops will then be Palestine, defined in 
accordance with its ancient boundaries of Dan to Beersheba, and Mesopotamia, 
including Mosul, the occupation thus being in harmony with the arrangements 
concluded in December 1918, between M. Clemenceai.i and Mr. Lloyd George, 

7. The British Government are' prepared at any time to discuss llie boundaries 
between Palestine and Syria and between Mesopotamia and Syria. In the event 
of disagreement in regard to the above boundaries, the British Government are 



prepared to submit the question to the arbitration of a referee appointed by 
President Wilson. 

8. In accordance tvith the principles of the Sykes-Picot agreement the French 
Government shall not object to the Arab State granting to the British Government 
the right to construct, administer, and be the sole proprietor of a railway line 
connecting Haifa with Mesopotamia on a trace to be decided on after survey any- 
where as far north as the latitude of Deir-ez-Zor. The British Government shall 
have the right to construct oil pipe lines as well as the railway line. The British 
Government shall, in addition, have a perpetual right at all times to improve the 
facilities of these railway and oil pipe lines and to transport troops along the rail- 
way, and these rights shall be exercisable even in time of war, without infringement 
of the neutrality of the French Government or of the Arab State. In the event of 
disagreement as to the trace of the railway line and oil pipe lines the British 
Government are pi’epared to submit this question to the arbitration of a referee 
appointed by President Wilson, 

9. The British Government notify the French Government and the Emir Feisal 
of their intention immediately to carry out a survey with the object of finding, if 
practicable, a trace for the railway line and pipe lines entirely within the British 
mandate, in order to enable them to avoid the necessity of exercising the rights of 
construction referred to above: 

10. Until the boundaries of Palestine and Mesopotamia are determined the 
British Commander-in-Ghief shall have the right to occupy outposts in accordance 
with the boundary claimed by the British Government: 

1 1 . The French Government, having accepted responsibility for the protection 
of the Armenian people, the British Government will consent to the immediate 
despatch of French troops via Alexandretta and Mersina for this purpose. 

'Paris, Sept, ij, igig. 

No. 58 

H. D. 54.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Clemenceau’s Office at the Ministry of War, Monday 

afternoon, September ly, igig, at 4.00 p.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: The Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: The Rt. Hon. D. Lloyd George, O.M., M.P.; secretary, 
Sir M. P. A. Hankey, G.G.B. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretary, M. de St. Qiientin. 

M, Tittoni; SECRETARY, M. Paterno, 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Interpreter : M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the discussion of the first item : 

M. Paderewski, Marshal Foch, General Weygand. 

I. M. Glemenceau explained to M. Paderewski that the council had iiivitecl 

him to attend to state his views regarding the Russian situation , 
Stated that the Polish Government were 
aiixious to learn the view of the Allies with respect to Russia. 
At the present time the Germans were proceeding in their 
usual methodical and tenacious manner to extend their influence and control 
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in the East. In the northern provinces the German Generals von der Goltz 
and Prince Lieven were holding out to be the enemies of the Bolsheviki but 
this was mere pretence on their part. In the south General Kraus was operat- 
ing, and in the centre the Germans had one thousand instructors who were 
extending German influence and enlisting volunteers, offering thirty-five 
marks per day with a bonus of a thousand marks. These activities were 
carried on under the instructions of the German War Office as he knew from 
a secret general order to this effect which had come into his hands. He 
pointed out that the Polish Army was the one obstacle to covetous Germany. 
At the present time the Polish Army consisted of 545,000 men under arms. 
If it were necessary 480,000 additional men could be raised in a few months. 
The present forces were now costing Poland some 30,000,000 marks or say 
10,000,000 francs per day. If additional forces were raised there would then 
be a further cost to Poland of some 24,000,000 marks per day. Poland could 
not fight on indefinitely. He would therefore ask what were the plans of the 
Allies. The Polish Government will settle their plans in accordance with 
those of the Conference, Poland cannot afford to keep up or increase her 
large military establishment. She is a new State and is lacking in raw 
materials and war manufactories. If the decision of the Allies should be 
for Peace he was most anxious to know this as soon as possible for very 
advantageous terms of peace had been offered him by the Bolsheviki. The 
territorial ambitions of Riand [? Poland] had been fulfilled. Their advance 
against the Bolsheviki had been uniformly successful, and they had had a 
series of large and small victories. At present they had from thirty to 
thirty-five thousand Bolshevik prisoners. In conclusion he emphasized the 
importance of a rapid decision by the Conference, whatever it might be. 

It was explained to M. Paderewski by M. Clemengeau that he had asked 
Marshal Foch to prepare a plan of action in the Baltic Provinces. This plan 
was based on the co-operation of the Polish Army. 

M. Paderewski responded that the Polish Army was at the service of the 
Conference. 

Marshal Foch gave a brief outline of the plan now in course of prepara- 
tion. His idea was to insist that the Germans should carry out their solemn 
engagements ; first, the Armistice, and second, the Treaty when it shall have 
come into force. By the terms of the Armistice the Germans were required to 
withdraw from the Baltic Provinces at the pleasure of the Allies. He did not 
foresee any difficulty in meeting the situation after their withdrawal. The 
plan would be to substitute the control of the Germans by local government.s 
in the several Baltic Provinces, and then to assist these local governments. 
It would be necessary for the Conference to select and appoint some prominent 
individual as their representative, who should be instructed to order the 
Germans to evacuate, and then advise the local pvernments to establish 
themselves. To ensure his instructions carrying weight a force would be 
needed, and it was therefore desirable that the Allies’ representative should 
be able to turn to the Polish Army for this military support. It would be 
necessary to have a general on the spot. As a matter of fact there 
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was a 



French General there. Marshal Focli suggested that this officer might be 
instructed to wind up the situation and have the Polish army ready if need be. 

The Marshal explained that this was but a brief outline of his plan which 
would be ready for submission in 24 hours. 

Mr. Lloyd George stated that he liked the Marshal’s idea. If nothing 
were done the Germans would overrun the Baltic Provinces and within a 
short time their power would be immensely enhanced. If action were not 
taken immediately, the situation would become far more difficult in the 
future. For his part, he would support the appointment of a French General. 
He would like, however, before a final appointment were made, to have the 
opportunity of passing upon any name that might be submitted. 

M. Glemenceau said that General Henry[s] was now in command of the 
Polish Army and would be a suitable appointee. 

Mr. Lloyd George agreed. He inquired whether Marshal Foch con- 
templated sending a demand direct to the German Government. 

M. Glemenceau believed that the Marshal should make a demand for 
immediate evacuation. 

Mr. Polk asked for a precise statement as to the plan proposed by 
Marshal Foch. 

M. Glemenceau explained that the Marshal should require the Germans 
immediately to evacuate their troops from the territories outside of the 
frontiers of Germany, and inform them that if they failed to comply with his 
demand he would proceed to enforce it; that General Henrys should be 
appointed the representative of the Allied and Associated Powers to control 
the evacuation, and lastly, should be empowered to use the Polish Army if 
that were necessary. 

Mr. Lloyd George stated that he agreed with this proposal. It was 
understood, therefore, that in the event of a German refusal Mr. Paderewski 
would place the Polish Army at the service of the Allies. 

M. Paderewski expressed his agreement. 

Mr. Polk inquired whether there would not be a danger if the proposed 
plan were followed and it were necessary to use the Polish Army, that this 
would bring on the Silesian difficulty, the Dantzig difficulty and a war 
between Germany and Poland. 

M. Paderewski feared that the German Government would in Silesia, as 
in the Baltic Provinces, decline all responsibihty as regards the actions of the 
German troops, claiming that the latter were no longer subject to their 
authority. 

Mr. Lloyd George thought that the Baltic situation and the Silesian 
situation were somewhat different. It was expected that the German 
Government would in all probability be willing to comply with the Allies’ 
demands, but from the information in his possession it appeared that the 
Central Government had little control over the Eastern German Army and 
might not be able to enforce compliance with their orders. In that event the 
Eastern German forces would be outlawed and would be in much the same 
situation as were Morgan and Drake in the time of Elizabeth, both of whom 
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had been disavowed by the British Government. If the Polish Army were 
then to attack the German troops, how could the German Government 
claim that this would constitute an act of war on the part of Poland? In his 
opinion, the Silesian situation was quite diflPerent. Silesia was within the 
boundaries of Germany. The German Government was responsible for the 
situation there. This was very dififerent to the Baltic Provinces which were 
outside Germany and within Russia. 

Mr. Polk admitted that in a legal sense this was true. The question in his 
mind was whether the use of Polish troops in Lithuania would not result in 
reprisals all along the line. 

Mr. Lloyd George did not see that there was any alternative to Marshal 
Foch’s plan other than the imposition of a Blockade. 

Mr. Polk stated that he had raised the question in order that when war 
came it should be thoroughly understood that the Council was responsible. 

M. Glemengeau desired to make it clear that Marshal Foch will demand 
that the German troops evacuate the Baltic Provinces and will warn those 
troops that he will be prepared to enforce the demand under the Armistice. 

M. Paderewski called attention to the fact that it was not merely a ques- 
tion of enforcing the evacuation of German troops but that it was necessary 
also to drive out the German officers. In Kovno there was a very numerous 
General Staff composed of Germans. It would be necessary to force them to 
leave. In this relation he referred to the fact that at least two of the Allied 
governments had been furnishing to the Lithuanians, supplies, munitions, etc. 
In his opinion this should cease, the Lithuanian Government being in the pay 
of Germany. 

Mr. Lloyd George expressed very earnestly the hope that there would be 
no interference with the Lithuanian Government. It was simply a question 
of forcing the Germans out. If it should become necessary for the Polish 
Army to intervene, it must be thoroughly understood that neither the Polish 
Government nor the Polish Army would interfere with the local governments. 
The plan now proposed contemplated merely a military occupadon, if that 
should be necessary. 

M. Paderewski observed that the Council should not hold him responsible 
if the territories to be occupied by the Polish Army should declare themselves 
for Poland. 

Referring to M. Paderewski’s inquiry as regards the question of peace or 
war with the Bolsheviki, M. Glemengeau explained that the Council did not 
desire that the Poles should march on Moscow. As far as he was concerned 
he would not make peace nor would he inake war. He suggested that Poland 
could carry out the first part of the proposed programme and by that time 
the Bolshevik situation would be clarified. 

Mr. Lloyd George called M. Paderewski’s attention to the fact that 
Poland would be in a precarious position if the Baltic Provinces should 
become German. As it was, the Poles had advanced in the east beyond the 
boundaries of Poland. Pie understood that the Bolsheviks had only 80,000 
men opposed to an army of 250,000 Poles. 
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M. Paderewski replied that, owing to the state of the country, it was 
necessary for the Poles to maintain a considerable police force in that region. 

Marshal Fogh considered that it would be very dangerous for Poland to 
open the Russian question on its Eastern frontier before settling the German 
,question:,;Oii its Western frontier. He believed it would be well to proceed 
step by step and consolidate the existing situation. 

Mr, Lloyd George declared that he was in complete agreement with 
M. Glemenceau and Marshal Foch. 

(M. Paderewski, Marshal Foch, and General Weygand then withdrew.) 
(It was agreed that Marshal Foch should make a formal demand on the 
German Government immediately to evacuate the Baltic Provinces of 
Russia, and to withdraw their forces within the boundaries of Germany as 
defined by the Treaty of Peace. He shall further inform the German 
Government that if they do not comply with his demand he will take the 
necessary steps to enforce it. 

It was agreed that General Henrys should be entrusted by the AUied 
and Associated Powers, as their representative, Mth the control of the 
evacuation of the German troops. Acting in the same quality, he shall 
have authority to use the Polish Army in case the Germans do not comply 
with the demand for evacuation. 

In placing the Polish Army at the disposal of the Allied and Associated 
Powers, M. Paderewski indicated at the same time that there should be 
no interference by the Polish Government or Army wdth the local govern- 
ments of the Baltic Provinces.) 


2. M. Tittoni handed to his colleagues copies of the memorandum 

(Appendix A) which he had promised to give to them at the 
Question of Fiume ^ • i 

end the Adriatic meetmg^in the mormng.' , , 

Mr. Polk asked what was the difference between the pro- 
posals which M. Tittoni was now presenting and those which the Conference 
transmitted to President Wilson a week ago. 

M. Tittoni said that the Conference had asked President Wilson to make 
a choice between two solutions. The first was that Fiume should be a free 


city in an International State placed under the control of the League of 
Nations. The second was that the city of Fiume should be attributed to 
Italy, the port and the railway to the League of Nations and that the terri- 
tories which in the first proposal would be attributed to the International 
State would be given to the Jugoslav State. He proposed that the second 
solution of the question should be adopted. One of his reasons for favouring 
this proposal was that Mr, Polk had told him that President Wilson had 
favoured a plebiscite in the free state. He was unwilling to agree to such a 
plebiscite. 

Mr. Lloyd George asked what M. Tittoni meant exactly in saying tha.t 
no concession would be made to the Jugoslavs in the valley of the Drin. 

M . Tittoni meant that this disposition was found in the first memoranduni 
for the reason that, as the Fiume Railway passed directly from Jugoslav to 


^ See No. 57, minute 12. 
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Austrian territory, he desired that the Trieste Railway should pass directly 
from Italian to Austrian territory. He had asked that Italy be given the 
territory known under the name of the Assling triangle which was inhabited 
by Slovenes but the possession of which was necessary for Italy to assure 
direct communication between Trieste and Austria. The Serbs had recog- 
nised that in Albania the frontier of 1913 was drawn on lines of ethnic justice 
but they demanded that the valley of the Drin be given to them in order that 
they might establish a railway there which would give them independent 
communication with the Adriatic. He thought that there was a complete 
analogy between the two cases and he would say to the Serbs, if they wished 
to have the Valley of the Drin they should give the Italians the Assling 
triangle and that if the Serbs contended that the Italians should be satisfied 
with the guarantee of the League of Nations for Assling they should be satisfied 
with the same guarantee for the Drin. 

M. Glemenceau said that in effect M. Tittoni asked that the Council 
should send President Wilson a telegram telling him that the Council was 
in favour of the second of the two proposals recently submitted to his choice 
and that it was their strong desire that he accept this proposal. 

M. Tittoni agreed that this was what he meant. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he wished to point out to M. Tittoni two 
points of his memorandum which would probably elicit objections from 
President Wilson. The President did not want Italian sovereignty in Fiume — 
though Mr. Lloyd George did not wish to insist upon this point. The Presi- 
dent would also not be satisfied with having the diplomatic representation of 
Zara belong to Italy. He suggested that it would be more advisable to say 
that Zara should be able to choose its diplomatic representatives. Nothing 
would prevent its intrusting its interests to Italian agents. 

M. Tittoni said that he had no objections to this solution. He wished to 
add, however, that this solution which Mr. Lloyd George criticized appeared 
in the proposals approved by President Wilson on the ytli of June. 

Mr, Polk said that he wished to repeat that the President had not given 
his definite approval to this rather summary note which had been prepared 
during a meeting of the Supreme Council for the purpose of serving as a basis 
for discussion between the Italian delegation and the Jugo-Slav delegation. 
He desired to say, in so far as Fiume was concerned, that he had received 
a telegram from President Wilson from which it appeared that the President 
was disposed to accept the first of the two solutions which had been presented 
to him in the name of the Conference. He feared that the President would be 
surprised to again receive a new proposal. 

M. Tittoni said that it was not a question of a new proposal. The Con- 
ference would simply state that they preferred one of the two solutions 
between which they had asked the President to choose. 

Mr. Polk said that he desired to remind the Council of what had occurred. 
It had been agreed that M. Glemenceau, Mr. Balfour and M. Tittoni should 
address a joint telegram to the President. After he had made note of the text 
he had written to M. Glemenceau to point out to him the objections which 
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the President would not fail to make. After the despatch of this letter 
M. Tittoni and M. Tardieii had come to see him and finally they had agreed 
as to a new text. He knew that even in this form the proposals were not in 
accordance with the views of the President. He had, however, transmitted 
them, pointing out that the British, French and Italian delegates recom- 
mended them, and insisted earnestly that the President should consent to 
settle the affair on one of these bases. He could not help but wonder what 
would happen if he should transmit to the President the new Italian proposals 
after one of the former proposals had been accepted. He asked to be per- 
mitted to examine M. Tittoni’s plan before telegraphing and to be given 
time to consider what impression this communication was likely to make 
upon the mind of the President. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he agreed with Mr. Polk in thinking that 
it would not be fair to the President to submit a new proposal to him at the 
point which had now been reached. 

M. Tittoni was prepared from the point of view of Italian interests to 
accept one or other of the two plans, even though the Italian people probably 
preferred the second, but only upon the condition that no change should be 
made in these proposals. If President Wilson should alter the first solution 
by introducing a plebiscite it would be necessary for him to express his 
preference for the second proposal. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that so far as he was concerned he was glad to 
accept the new Italian proposal but he wished to say again that he was 
unwilling to run the risk of making a new proposal to President Wilson after 
the latter had accepted another proposal. 

M. Tittoni then suggested that the Conference wait. {Alors attendons.) 

Mr. Lloyd George said that the sixth point of the Italian memorandum 
did not appear to him to be just to the Serbs. The Assling Railway was in 
existence and there was now a question of its use for Italian traffic only. On 
the other hand there was neither a railway in the Valley of the Drin nor a 
port at St. Jean de Medua. Certainly the Albanians would construct neither 
a railway line nor a port. If the Conference did not give the Serbs the oppor- 
tunity of constructing them, they would be deprived of all access to the 
Adriatic. Moreover it should not be forgotten that it was necessary to secure 
the consent of the Jugo-Slavs to the arrangement which was being discussed. 

M. Tittoni said that the Jugo-Slavs already had several outlets to the 
Adriatic and could construct the Railway line in question by another route. 
But, however that might be, the Italians were refused the Assling Railway 
because it ran through territory where the population was Slovene. He saw 
no reason for giving the Valley of the Drin to the Jugo-Slavs where the popula- 
tion was Albanian and did not desire to be placed under the yoke of the 
Serbs. He was also willing to agree to a plebiscite; he was quite sure that the 
Albanians would not vote for the Serbs, 

Mr. Lloyd George said that it was not his intention to add the Valley 
of the Drin to the territory of the Serb-Groat-Slovene State, but he believed 
that it was necessary to give the Serbs the right to construct a railway in the 
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Valley of the Drin and that facilities for a port be granted them. He did not 
see that it would be of any use to give to the Serb-Groat-Slovene State the 
same rights on the Drin as would be given to Italy in the Assling territory 
because in the first case the railway existed already, and in the second case 
the line had not yet been constructed. 

M. Glemengeau proposed that the Council wait until the following day 
for the reply of President Wilson, of which Mr. Polk had spoken. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he would be at the disposal of the Conference 
during the morning. 

3. M. Tittoni said that according to information which he had just received 

Italian troops had surrounded the city of Fiume, and were blockad- 
atFiume side. He asked that the Allied and Associated 

Powers should assist by using their ships of war in enforcing the 
blockade from the sea. 

M. Glemengeau said that they could not do otherwise than accede to 
M. Tittoni’s wish. He considered it advisable, however, in order to avoid 
any misunderstanding as to the nature of the Allied intervention to issue a 
statement to the Press in the following language : 

‘On the request of the Italian Government the Allied and Associated 
Powers have agreed to participate in the maritime blockade of Fiume, which 
the Italian troops have already surrounded on land.’ 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he wished it understood that the Allied and 
Associated Powers would lend the assistance of their warsliips which were 
on the spot but that they would not send other ships. 

M. Tittoni said that he agreed to this but he asked that decision should 
be suspended until he should have had an opportunity to communicate with 
M. Nitti on the subject. 

M. Glemengeau said that he agreed and that the Allied and Associated 
Powers would take no action and make no public statement until M. Tittoni 
had confirmed his request. 

(It was agreed that as soon as M. Tittoni had obtained the consent of the 
Italian Government the following press notice should be published. 

‘On the request of the Italian Government the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers have agreed to participate in the maritime blockade of 
Fiume wliich tlic Italian troops have already surrounded on land.’) 

4. M. Glemengeau said that he had received good news. The Serb-Groat- 

. , „ . Slovene Government had informed him that they were 

prepared to sign without reserve tire Treaty of Peace 
Treaty for Protection of Austria and the special treaty for the protection of 
Minorities by Delegates minorities. 

of the Kingdom of the M. Tittoni asked whether the intentions of the 

Serbs, Croats and Slo- Roumanian Government were yet known. He added 
Rmnanian ajfairs past two weeks he .had not received a single 

telegram from the Italian Ministry at Bucharest. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that, it was quite likely that the ■ Roumanians 
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stopped the telegrams of the Allied and Associated representatives. But the 
question confronting the Council was more general. It was to find a means 
of forcing the Roumanians to obey the decisions of the Conference. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Roumanians would not refuse openly to obey 
the demands of the Conference. They found a means of obeying without 
obeying. In any case it was necessary to wait before taking action until there 
was a government with which to deal in succession to that of M. Bratiano, 
whose resignation had been announced. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that it was quite useless for the Conference to 
give orders if these orders were not heeded by the Allies. If this state of 
affairs continued the entire work of the Conference would be doomed to 
failure and the League of Nations would be condemned to impotence in 
advance, for the Conference was the predecessor of the League of Nations. 
He wished to add that it was most important not to permit the view to be 
held at Bucharest that the United States and Great Britain were the only 
great powers hostile to Roumania. He felt that he should say, as the delibera™ 
tions were entirely frank, that the attitude of the French Minister at Bucharest 
was not such as to remove this impression. 

Mr. Polk said that it was desirable that the French and Italian Ministers 
at Bucharest should be seriously cautioned against these tendencies. 

Mr. Lloyd George said that he felt that this applied equally to the Qjuai 
d’Orsay. 

M. Clemengeau said that, as his colleagues knew, he was in entire agree" 
rnent with them as to the policy to be followed in regard to this matter. 


5. Mr. Polk said that he considered it important to reply to the request for 
instructions which had been addressed to the Council by the 
Instruction to the Inter-Allied Mission at Budapest. 

sionat Budapest Lloyd George said that he believed that the Council had 

decided in the morning to await the return of Sir George Clerk. 

Mr. Polk said that he was raising a different question. Sir George Clerk’s 
mission related only to Roumanian affairs. It was necessary for the Con- 
ference to inform the Allied Generals at Budapest without delay that they 
should encourage the formation of a local police force for the presex’vation of 
order after the departure of the Roumanian military forces. The Roumanian 
commander should at the same time be asked, so long as his occupation of 
Roumanian [ PHungarian] territory continued, to facilitate the constitution 
of these forces. Finally the Conference could not omit replying to the request 
for a loan which had been addressed to it by the Mission on the part of 
the Hungarian Government. 

(After further discussion between different members of the Council it was 
agreed that the following telegram should be sent to the Inter- Allied 
Mlitaiy Mission at Budapest: 

do not intend to interfere at all in the internal affairs of Hungary. 

2 Thus in original. 
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Our only wish is the constitution of a stable government, if this is possible, 
and to this effect we invite you to let the Hungarian authorities Icnow that 
we desire the speedy constitution of a gendarmerie force capable of main- 
taining order after the withdrawal of the Roumanian Army. 

^We therefore direct you to inform the Roumanian authorities of our inten- 
tions and at the same time to invite them in the most categorical way to 
give every facility so long as they keep Hungarian territory, for the 
formation and armament of this Gendarmerie. 

‘In no case can there be any question of a loan.’) 

The meeting then adjourned. 

Hotel Crillon, Paris. 

September ij, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 58 
The Question of the Adriatic 

1. Fiume. The city {Corpus Separatum) shall be placed under the sovereignty of 
Italy. There shall be no independent state of Fiume. Jugoslavia shall receive all 
the territories included in this state according to President Wilson’s line (Island 
of Gherso included and Albona excepted). 

All the territories that would have made part of the independent state shall be 
permanently demilitarised. 

The Port of Fiume, with all facilities for its development as well as for the rail- 
ways terminating there, shall be given over to the League of Nations, which shall 
make such arrangements as it shall see fit, both for the country of which this port 
is the outlet and for the city of Fiume itself. 

The rights of ethnic minorities shall be guaranteed. 

2. Dalmatia. All Dalmatia shall go to the Jugoslavs, except the city of Zara, which 
shall be a free city under the guarantee of the League of Nations, which shall 
I’ccognise and encourage its intimate connection with the Italian State and Italian 
culture. The city shall be represented diplomatically by Italy. 

Every facility shall be given to the commerce of the hinterland. The economic 
interests of Italy existing in Dalmatia and the rights of Italian minorities shall be 
guaranteed. 

3. Islands. The only Italian islands shall be Lussin, Unie, Lissa and Pelagosa. 

4. Albania. To be independent, with a mandate given to Italy, 

5. Vallo?ia, Italian sovereignty over the city, with the hinterland strictly necessary 
to its economic life and its security. 

6. Railways. For the Assling Railway Italy no longer makes any tenitorial 
demands, but demands only definite guarantees for the use of the line in Jugoslav 
territory. On the other hand, no territorial cession shall be granted to the Jugo- 
slavs in the Valley of the Drin, but they shall receive there, as to the use of the 
railway to be constructed, the same guarantees as are given to Italy for the Assling 
Railway. 

7. Neutralisation. Italy demands the general neutralisation of the entire coast and 
of the islands from the Southern point of Istria to Gattaro, inclusive, 
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8. A Commission appointed by the Conference, on which each of the five Powers 
shall be represented by a delegate and an expert, shall as soon as possible trace the 
frontiers on the maps and draw up all details. 


Noo59 

H. D. 55 ,] Motes of a Meetmg of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 

September ly, igig, at ii.oo a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire : Sir Eyre Crowe* ; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France : M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de St. Qrientin. 

Italy. M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan'. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Capt. Chapin. France: Cmdt, A. Fortier. 

Italy: M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : Mr. A. W. Dulles, Mr. E. L. Dresel, Mr. F. K. Nielsen. 

British Empire : Mr. Nicolson, Mr. Waley. 

France: M. Tardieu, Marshal Foch, General Weygand, General Le Rond, 
M. Laroche, M. Kammerer, M. Jouasset, M, Serruys. 

Italy: M. DelPAbbadessa, M. Galli, Colonel Castoldi, M. Pilotti. 

I. M. Clemenceau said that he had requested Marshal Foch to be present 

at this meeting of the Council for the purpose of further 
Evacuation of the stu(;|ying question of the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 

TSeZTZZ by German troops. He had received a letter from 
Mr. Polk regarding this matter. (The letter contained in 
Appendix A was then read to the Council.) tie would like to know what 
answer had been given by Mr. Lloyd George in the course of his conversation 
with Mr. Polk. 

Mr, Polk stated that he did not like to quote the words of another person, 
but that he understood Mr, Lloyd George to say that he preferred to let 
matters stand as they were. Mr. Lloyd George had thought that the ques- 
tion should not be brought up again until the Germans had indicated a 
refusal to carry out the withdrawal, should they so refuse. He had answered 
Mr. Lloyd George that he believed the question should be brought up at 
once, and for this reason had written the letter to M. Clemenceau, which 
had just been read. 

M. Clemenceau suggested that Marshal Foch might read the instructions 
which he proposed to send to General Henrys. 

Marshal Foch said that he had sent the instructions to General Henrys 
in accordance with the decision reached by the Council. He had told him 

* Henceforth the British representative on the Supreme Council. 



that the principle of an ultimatum to Germany had been decided upon, but 
that his opinion was asked before the same should be transmitted to Germany, 

Mr. Polk asked whether it was agreed that the Council should take no 
decision until the receipt of the answer from General Henrys. 

Marshal Foch stated that his instructions to General Henrys had been 
based on the fact that the principle of an ultimatum had been decided upon. 
If this ultimatum was now considered as conditional, it would be necessary 
for him to modify the instructions which he had sent. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that he was not opposed to an ultimatum, but 
wished solely to formulate objections to the use of the Polish troops. 

Marshal Foch said that the sending of an ultimatum without deciding upon 
the means to carry it into execution would be a useless procedure. He had 
made a study of this question and believed that the Polish troops constituted 
the only force which could be used. If the Council were of the opinion that no 
use could be made of these troops, it was unnecessary to send an ultimatum. 

Mr. Polk stated that the feeling of the American Delegation on this ques- 
tion was that the use of Polish troops against Germany in the Baltic provinces 
would be to cause hostilities, which had been suppressed in Upper Silesia 
with great difficulty, to spring up again. A military operation of this 
character would certainly lead to war between Germany and Poland. It was 
extremely necessary to maintain the situation in Upper Silesia in a calm state, 
in order not to increase the actual difficulties of the coal shortage. After the 
Treaty had been ratified by three great Powers, Upper Silesia would be 
occupied by Interallied troops. When this occupation became a fact, and 
when no further disorders in the coal districts were likely, the Council might 
then decide to use the Polish forces. He was not opposed to their eventual 
use, should the need arise. 

M. Glemenceau said that in view of Mr. Polk’s statement lie believed the 
best course at present was to adjourn the discussion and to take the question 
up again when Upper Silesia should be occupied by the Interallied troops. 

Mr. Polk said that the matter seemed to him particularly serious. The 
Council was obliged to decide whether it was preferable to allow the Germans 
to remain in Lithuania for the moment, or drive them therefrom even at the 
risk of shutting down the production of coal in Upper Silesia. He had talked 
with Mr. Loucheiir and with Mr. Hoover, who had both stated that the 
cutting off of the coal supply would have very serious consequences. He had 
talked with Mr. Tittoni on the previous evening regarding the matter and 
the latter had agreed with him that an unnecessary risk would be run through 
this operation. 

Marsh.\l Foch pointed out that the Conference alone was capable of 
choosing between these two political courses of action. 

M. Glemenceau said that he personally regretted that this operation, 
which he believed excellent, should not take place. In the face of the opposi- 
tion of the Americcin Delegation, however, the matter must be suspended, 
for it was exceedingly dangerous to commence it without being sure of 
carrying it to a successful completion. 
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Marshal Fogh said that on three separate occasions threats had been 
sent which had not been followed up. 

Mr. Polk said that the gravity of the situation in Silesia appeared worthy 
of considerable thought and should compel the Council to hesitate. 

M. Glemengeau said that he would hesitate if he believed that the 
proposed action in the Baltic provinces would have an effect on the situation 
in Silesia, but he was not of this opinion. 

Mr. Polk answered tliat he had recently interviewed the different 
American representatives, who had arrived from Poland, Silesia and the 
Baltic provinces, namely, Mr. Gibson, Colonel Goodyear and Colonel 
Greene. These gentlemen were all of the opinion that the coal situation 
would be seriously aggravated and threatened should the proposed action 
be taken. He had also seen Mr. Paderewski and had asked him whether he 
was ready to bear the expenses of the operation in question. Mr. Paderewski 
had replied that France was to bear the expense. He had then informed 
Mr. Paderewski that the United States would not incur any obligations 
therein. He believed, however, that it would be well to ask General Henrys 
what his opinion in the matter might be. 

Marshal Fogh said that General Henrys could only report on one element 
of the problem, namely, the condition and state of the Polish Army. It should 
not be lost sight of, however, that the Council, in insisting upon the evacua- 
tion of the Baltic provinces, was simply carrying into effect one of the clauses 
of the Treaty. The Allied and Associated Powers should stand together on 
this matter. It should be understood that the Polish Army would be in 
charge of the operation, but it would be supported both by the Czecho- 
slovak troops and the Allied detachments on the Rhine. General Henrys 
would answer that he could not defeat Germany with the Polish forces alone 
— more particularly should Germany be able to concentrate all her troops 
against Poland. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Poles had notified the Council that they 
possessed an army of 450,000 men. 

Marshal Fogh pointed out that these figures were accurate but that this 
force would not be sufficient to defeat Germany and that the Allies would 
risk seeing Poland severely dealt with, which was obviously not a situation 
to be desired. 

Mr. Polk said that he had no objections to the sending of an ultimatum, 
but only to the use of Polish troops. He believed that another method of 
pressure to compel the execution of the ultimatum could be found, either 
from an economic standpoint through the Economic Council, or by the 
retention of prisoners of war. He did not think that the risk of starting a new 
U'Er between Poland and Germany should be run, because no one of the 
Powers was at present disposed to render financial aid to Poland. On the 
other hand, economic pressure might be exceedingly effective. For example, 
the Germans at the present time are in the process of borrowing money from 
the United States through the agency of private banks. The Council might 
put a stop to this procedure. The recent example of Roumania, who had 
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acted as an agent of the Allied and Associated Powers, seemed to him 
extremely unsatisfactory and should not lead the Council to stir up a similar 
operation elsewhere. He suggested therefore that an ultimatum might be 
sent, making use of economic pressure. 

M. Tardieu said that the retention of the prisoners of war constituted an 
excellent means of pressure as well, for their immediate repatriation was 
necessary to the internal political situation of Germany. 

M. Glemenceau proposed that Marshal Foch should read the text of an 
ultimatum which he had prepared, and that if such text were satisfactory 
to the Council, it might be modified in the way suggested by Mr. Polk. 

Marshal Foch then read his proposed letter to the German Government 
(see Appendix B) . 

Mr. Polk stated that he found this text satisfactory. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the steps which had been discussed as a 
method of pressure would be sufficient to biing about the execution of the 
matters covered in the note. 

M. Glemenceau said that Mr. Polk was favourable to an economic means 
of pressure, such as a blockade. 

Mr. Polk said that he was particularly anxious not to commit the Council 
at the present time to the use of the Polish Army. He did not wish to intimate 
that this Army might not be made use of at some future time, but he wished 
to leave the decision of this question open. 

Marshal Foch said that on three different occasions ultimatums couched 
in mild language had been sent to the German Government on the following 
dates: June i8, August i and August 24.^ 

Mr. Polk remarked that as the Council had already sent thi'ee ultimatums 
a fourth was scarcely necessary. The best method of procedure would be to 
notify Mr. von Lersner that the Council insisted upon the carrying out of the 
Armistice in question, and that in case of refusal certain measures, such as 
blockade, other means of exerting economic pressure, retention of prisoners 
of war, and, as a last resort, the use of the Polish Army, had been decided 
upon. 

M, Glemenceau said that this notice should be in writing. 

General Weygand said that he was prepared to draft the text of such a 
letter, as he was familiar with the question. An answer had been received 
from the Germans to the effect that they were willing to evacuate the territory 
in question but that they could not enforce the execution of their orders. 

(It was decided that General Weygand should submit to the Council, at its 
next meeting, a draft letter to the German Delegation demanding the 
withdrawal of the German forces from the Baltic provinces. This letter 
should draw attention to the means of exercising pressure on the German 
Government proposed hy Mr. Polk, viz., blockade and other economic 
pressure, retention of prisoners of war, and possible use of the Polish 
forces.) 

(Marshal Foch and General Weygand then; withdrew.) 

2 See No. 23, minute 4 and appendix G, and No. 38, minute 3 and appendix A. 
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2. Upon the proposal of M. Scialoja the resolution taken on September ii 
(h. d. 52,3 minute 6) regarding the languages used for the 
Languages to be used convention on Aerial Navigation was modified to read as 
w the Convention on n t, 

AeHd Mamgation foUows: 


‘It was decided that the Convention on Aerial Navigation 
should be drafted in English, French and Italian, each text to be of equal 
authority.’ 


3. (At this point the members of the Central Territorial Commission entered 
Peace Conditions ^^^.e room.) 

with Bulgaria M. Tardieu stated that the Greek Delegation had sent a letter 
Terr't ' I Central Territorial Commission on September 13 relative to 

Clauses certain points with regard to the territorial clauses of the Bulgarian 
Treaty (see Appendix C).^ The Central Territorial Commission 
had been of the opinion: 

1 . That the request put forward by the Greek Delegation is ethnographi- 
cally just. 

2. That the line proposed by the Greek Delegation should, from a 
geographical point of view, be modified in accordance with the red line on 
the map annexed to the Commission’s report. 

The Italian delegate, in view of the principle put forward by the Greek 
Delegation, suggested a change in the line of Western Thrace to the advantage 
of Bulgaria. 

The American delegate, while not denying the weight of the opinions of 
the other delegations, drew attention to the inconvenience which would 
result from changing a line already unanimously decided upon and it [w] 
further did not believe itself to be in a position to advance an opinion without 
a more careful study of the whole question. 

Mr. Polk said that he had certain objections to formulate. President 
Wilson, before his departure, had personally proposed a line of demarcation. 
He had already agreed to a considerable modification of this line and did not 
feel that he had authority to make a further change therein. Pie pointed out 
that he had already consented to the taking of certain territories in the region 
of Adrianople from Bulgaria, although there was a large population of 
Bulgarians in such territories. He could do nothing further along these lines 
and in addition felt that the proposed change, even though ethnographically 
just, was unsound from a geographic point of view, 

(It was decided to reject the proposal of the Greek Delegation with regard 
to a further modification of the frontiers of Bulgaria in Western Thrace.) 
(See Appendix C.^) 

3 No. 56. , 

4 Not printed. In this letter the Greek Delegation requested a rectification of the pro- 
posed Bulgarian frontier in Western Thrace south of the river Arda (which frontier followed 
that of 1913 between Bulgaria and Turkey) on the ground that it was ethnologically 
undesirable to leave to Bulgaria ‘the upper valley of the Kisildi, taking in the principal part 
of the casa of Orta-Koui’, which was stated to be preponderantly Mussulman and Greek 
in population. 
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M. Tardieu said that he wished to draw the attention of the Council to the 
necessity of asking the Bulgarians to withdraw their troops 
Evacuation of Weskrn Western Thrace as they were still occupying that 

Thrace by t ie u - Stroumitza salient. This occupation 

ganan troops ^ 

might last for a long time, as the Bulgarian delegation 

had requested a period of twenty to twenty-five days in which to pre- 
pare their answer to the Peace Conditions of the Allies. The Bulgarian 
occupation compelled the Allies to maintain troops in the neighbourhood 
which were not absolutely necessary. He suggested that the Bulgarians 
might be told that the Allies were likely to grant them the delay requested, 
on condition that they would evacuate the territories in question imme- 
diately. 

Mr. Polk asked what forces would relieve the Bulgarian troops. 

M. Tardieu answered that the military experts believed that three 
battalions only would be necessary to maintain order in Thrace. This 
force was already on the ground and there was in addition a division in 
Sofia which could profitably be recalled. He pointed out that there was 
no question of inserting a clause in the Bulgarian Treaty regarding this 
matter. 

Mr. Polk said that as the matter had no place in the Bulgarian Peace 
Treaty he proposed the consideration of the Treaty itself be terminated and 
the proposition of M. Tardieu be adjourned to the following day. 

(This proposal was accepted.) 

(M. Tardieu then withdrew and M. Kammerer entered the room.) 

M. Kammerer said that the Greek Delegation had, on September 15, sent 
to the Secretary General some additional remarks relati\ e to 
Article 56 political clauses in the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria. (See 

Appendix D.s) The Committee on New States had prepared 
a report on the matter which had been submitted to the various delegations 
(see Appendix E®). 

(It was decided to accept the foUowdng clause proposed by the Greek 
delegation for insertion in Article 56, wth regard to the protection of 
minorities and voluntary emigration: 

Article 56, paragraph 2: ‘Bulgaria undertakes to recognize the provi- 
.sious wbicli' the Allied and Associated Powers shall deem opportune 
relative to reciprocal and voluntary emigration of ethnic minorities.’) 

5 Not printed. These observations by the Greek Delegation are printed by D. H. Miller, 
op. cit., vol. xiii, pp. 469-70. The Greek Delegation proposed: (i) the addition to article 56 
adopted by the Supreme Council; (ii) the following addition to article 50: ‘Les Grecs 
Patriarchistes qui voudront continuer a r&ider en Bulgaria sont rattaches au point de vue 
ecclesiastique au Patriarcat (Ecumenique de Constantinople. Leurs Communautes en 
Bulgaria sont reconnues comme des personnes morales, capables notamment d’avoir des 
proprietes et d’entretenir des eglises et des ecoles de langue grecque, dont la libre freqiienta- 
tion est garantie.’ 

* Not printed. This report is printed with verbal variation by D. H. Miller, op. cit., 
vol. xiii, pp. 471-3. 
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M. Kammerer continuing said that the Greek Delegation had also asked that 
Article 0 ^ be added to Article 50 dealing with the protection of 

minorities. (See Appendix D.s) The Committee on New States 
believed that the Treaty should be limited to general provisions with regard 
to the different religious sects, and therefore that by accepting the addition 
proposed by the Greek delegation the risk would be incurred of entering 
into details and thereby creating a precedent. For this reason the Com- 
mittee on New States had recommended that the Council reject the Greek 
proposal. 

(It was decided to reject the paragraph proposed by the Greek delegation, 
for msertion in Article 50 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty.) 

Article i.f [Not printed]’ 

M. Kammerer said that the Greek Delegation had formulated certain 
Article 6 objections with regard to Article 46 by which Article Greece agreed 
^ to execute a special treaty for the protection of minorities. The 
refusal to execute the article was based on the fact that no additional territory 
was given to Greece by the Bulgarian treaty. The committee on New States 
was of the opinion that this point was well taken and therefore proposed that 
Greece, while agreeing to sign the clause of the Bulgarian treaty obligating 
her to execute the minorities treaty, should not be compelled to sign the 
latter treaty until such time as she should be assured of the grant of new . 
territories. 

(It was decided that a letter should be sent by the President of the Peace 
Conference to the Greek Delegation requesting the latter to accept 
Article 46 of the Bulgarian Peace Treaty and notifying them that the 
special treaty provided for in this article would not he submitted for 
signature imtil such time as the Conference should be able to make known 
to the Greeks the territory which might be attributed to them.) 

M. Kammerer said that the Greeks had in addition raised certain 
objections with regard to the signature of special clauses in 
Special Treaty treaty with Greece. The Committee on New States had 
rejected all the Greek proposals with the exception 01 that 
dealing with the option of nationalities. Should the Council accept the 
proposal of the Committee a simple modification of Article 3 of the pro- 
posed treaty with Greece would give effect to the objection. 

(It was decided that Article 3 of the proposed treaty between the principal 
Allied and Associated Powers and Greece should be so modified as that the 
first paragraph should read as follows : 

‘Greece recognizes as Greek nationals mth full rights and without any 
formalities Bulgarian, Tui-k (or Albanian) nationals domiciled at the date 

It was decided that, in accordance with a request of the Greek Delegation (appendix F 
in original), the following paragraph be inserted in article 44 of the treaty of peace 
with Bulgaria: ‘Bulgarian nationals, however, who became resident in this territory after 
October 18, 1912, will not acquire Greek nationality without a permit from Greece.’ 



of the entry into force of the present treaty, on territory transferred to 
Greece since January 1, 1913/) 

(At this point M. Laroche and M. Kammerer withdrew, and M. 

Jouasset entered the room.) 

M. Jouasset said that the Greek Delegation had formulated certain 
objections relative to the reparations clauses in the Treaty of Peace 
with Bulgaria (see Appendix F^). The Commission on the Repara- 
tion of Damages had studied these criticisms and had submitted 
its report in the matter to the Secretary General. (See Appendix G.^) 

It was decided to accept the proposal of the Reparations Commission 
with regard to Article 121, the sixth paragraph of which should he 
/ }tiL e isi i-g rgad ag follows: 

‘These sums shall be remitted through the Interallied Commission 
referred to in Article 130 of this part to the Reparation Commission created 
hy the Treaty of Peace with Germany of June 28, 1919, such as it is con- 
stituted by the Treaty with Austria of September 10, 1919. (Part VIII, 
Annex 11, Paragraph 2.) This Commission is referred to hereinafter as 
the Reparations Commission. It will assure the effecting of payments in 
conformity with the arrangements already made.’ 


After a short discussion it was decided to accept the proposal of the Repara- 
tions Commission and to add the following additional para- 

ftodTmglda ' 

‘In addition to the deliveries mentioned above, the Inter- 
allied Commission shall have the authority, should they recognize it as 
possible, to attribute to Greece, Roumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State during the two years which shall follow the entry into force of the 
present Treaty, such quantities of livestock as may appear to them justi- 
fied ; the value of these deliveries shall be placed to the credit of Bulgaria.’ 


M. Jouasset then read that portion of the report of the Commission on 
Reparations dealing with this question. (See Appendix G,^ 
- I^^ragraph II.) He said that the French Delegation had 
niany^ AtiXia etc ^ proposal which, after liquidation of the debts and 

credits of Bulgaria to Germany, gave the Reparations Com- 
mission the right to decide whether the remainder of the Bulgarian debt 
should be demanded or whether Bulgaria should be granted certain terms 
or intervals of payment, or a complete remission of the debt. Such a formula 

® Not printed. This appendix contained observations by the Greek Delegation, as 
indicated in the text, on draft articles 44, 46, 121, 124, and 127 of the treaty of peace with 
Bulgaria. 

^ Not printed. This report, dated September 12, 1919, considered, as indicated below, 
cci’tain criticisms of draft articles 121, 124, and 127. 

The amendment was the addition of the words ‘such as it is constituted by the Treaty 
with Austria of September 10, igig (Part VIII, Annex II, Paragraph 2)’; this amendment 
permitted Greece, Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia to be represented 
by a common delegate on the Reparation Commission when the. Commission should take 
up the application of the treaty ; on the other hand it was not considered possible to agree to 
the Greek request for a specia,! representative on the Commission. 
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would be simple and would not commit anyone to a fixed course of action 
ill the future. It would have the further advantage of giving satisfaction to 
the five small States and of nullifying any pretext which the latter might have 
to refuse advance payments accorded them by the Allies. On the other hand, 
if a part of the debt were remitted in the first instance to Bulgaria, an enemy 
Power, the small States might take advantage of this precedent and refuse to 
settle their debts to the Allies. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the debt of Bulgaria in relation to Germany 
and Austria should not be compared to the debt of the different small States 
with relation to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. The British 
Delegation was of the opinion that changes in the text of the Treaty w'ould 
constitute a sign of w^eakness and that the most simple course to pursue was 
to uphold the text in its present form. 

Mr. Polk said that it was certain that Bulgaria could not pay more than 
it was actually called upon. To make a change in the article in question 
would be to raise false hopes in the minds of the small Powers, that they 
might obtain something which they were certain not to receive. He there- 
fore believed that the text as drafted should be upheld. 

M. SciALOjA said that the French proposal simply transferred the 
difficulty to the Reparations Commission. This would lead to a delay of 
three months, during which time Bulgaria would not be able to obtain the 
credit which she needed. It was to be feared that in addition she would 
dispute certain of her debts, and such a loss of time might even result in the 
enhancement of the payment of such sums as she indisputably owed for the 
purpose of reparations. 

(After a short further discussion, it was decided to make no change in the 
text of Article 124 of the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria.) 

(At this point M. Kammerer and M. Jouasset withdrew^, and M. 

Serruys entered the room.) 

M, Serruys said that the Roumanian Delegation had presented three 
proposals regarding Articles 17 1 , 175 and 177 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Bulgaria. (See Appendix H.“) The Economic Commission 
had studied these proposals and had submitted a report thereon to 
the Secretary General indicating its opinion. (See Appendix I.") 

(After a short discussion, it was decided to accept the report submitted 
by the Economic Commission: 

Article 171 : The English text of Article 171 being the only one which is 
accurate, it was decided to revise the French and Italian texts to conform 
therewith. ■ 

Article 175 ; It was decided to maintain the text of this Article without 
change. The benefit of capitulations in Bulgaria in favour of Japan is 
upheld but is not to be extended to all the Allied and Associated Powers. 

Article 177: The Roumanian proposal was rejected and the Article 
maintained mthout change.) ■ 


Not printed. 
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4- On the proposal of M. Clemenceau, it was decided that the text of the coii- 
Pre^entation the of the Peace with Bulgaria should be presented to the 

Treaiy of Peace ^ Bulgarian Delegation at the meeting of the Supreme Council 
to the Bulgarian on Friday, September 19, 1919, at 11. QO o’clock, in the Salle 
Delegation de FHorloge, Quai d’Orsay. 

The Meeting then adjourned. 

Hotel de Crillon^ Paris, 

September 17, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 59 

PARIS, September 16, igig. 

Dear Mr. Clemenceau: 

I have been giving a good deal of thought to the subject we discussed yesterday, 
namely, what to do with the German forces in Lithuania. After taking the matter 
up with our experts and with my colleagues I have come to the conclusion that it 
would be most unwise at the present moment to authorize the use of the Polish 
troops against the Germans in case of their refusal- It would, in our opinion, 
probably bring on trouble in Silesia, thereby threatening, if not destroying, the 
coal supply of Central Europe, a serious thing in itself, but it would also bring on 
a conflict between the Poles and the Baltic Provinces. Mr, Gibson, our Minister 
to Poland, is convinced that General Henrys will be of the same opinion. It would 
seem, therefore, wiser not to commit ourselves to the use of the Poles at present, 
but to wait until we see what attitude the Germans will take and then decide the 
question. 

In the light of existing circumstances I think this has a further advantage, inas- 
much as after the Treaty is ratified the German military forces will be reduced 
and Allied occupation of Silesia will be possible. 

I saw Mr. Lloyd George this morning and told him what our view was and 
attempted to see you, as I thought it was important that you should know our 
decision at the earliest possible moment. I will tell Mr. I’ittoni this afternoon and 
will bring the matter up at the Conference tomorrow so that our views can be 
formally recorded . I regret to have to change my views, but under the circumstances 
I feel I made a mistake yesterday in consenting to this arrangement. 

Believe me, &c. 

Frank L. Polk 

Appendix B to No, 59 
Note pour le Gdmernement Allemand 

Seclion. . 16 sepiembre igig. 

1°) L’article XII de FArmistice du ii novembre stipule que: ‘Les troupes 
allemandes se trouvant actuellement dans les territoires qui faisaient partie avaiit 
la guerre de la Russie devront rentrer dans les frontieres de FAllemagne telles 
qu’elles etaient au i aout 1914, des que les Allies le jugeront utile, compte tenu 
de la situation interieure de ces territoires.’ 

I ’article 433 du Traite de Paix conJfirme en tous points ces dispositions. 
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2®) Les Gouvernements Allies et Associes qui, a plusieurs reprises, ont demande 
a FAllemagne de realiser I’evacuation de ses troupes des Provinces BaltiquesP^ 
ont decide que cette evacuation devait etre effectuee sans aucun retard. 

Ils se reservent d’ailleurs de prendre, d’accord avec les Gouvernements des 
Provinces Baltiques, toutes mesures utiles pour assurer le maintien de Fordre et la 
securite dans les territoires baltiques apres le retrait des troupes alleniandes. 

3°) Le Gouvernement allemand est, en consequence, invite par la presente Note 
a proceder immediatement a Fevacuation complete de ses forces militaires des 
Provinces Baltiques, dans les conditions et delais dont la determination est prevue 
au § 5 ci-apres,^^ 

Cette evacuation complete s’applique non seuiement aux unites constituees, 
mais encore aux Pitats-Majors, Services et a tous les militaires allemands isoies 
actuellement stationnes en territoire russe, 

4°) Le Gouvernement allemand est tenu pour responsable de Fexecution de ces 
dispositions. 

En cas de non execution, les Gouvernements allies et associes ont arrete les 
mesures necessaires pour imposer le respect de leur decision. 

Dans Fhypothese oil ils devraient recourir a ces mesures tous les militaires 
allemands restes en territoire russe seraient faits prisonniers de guerre. 

*2 Note in original; ‘Notes du i8 juin No. 3039, du aout No. 3637, et du 24 aoftt 
No. 4050.’ See note 2 above. 

^3 Not included in the original. 


No. 60 

H. D. 56.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, Thursday, 
September 18, igig, at ii.oo a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon, F. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France-. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
Saint Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M, Kaw^ai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G. Russell. France: Captain Portier. 

Italy: M. de Carlo. 

Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items with which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A.: General Bliss," Hori. H. Gibson, Lt.-Gol. Greene, Major Tyler, 
Mr. A. Dulles. 

British Empire: Hon. H. Nicolson, General Gough, General Sackviile- 
West, Colonel Kisch, Captain Abraham. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, M. Tardieu, M. Laroche, 
M. de Montille. 

Italy: Colonel Gastoldi, M. Galli, M. DelFAbbadessa. 

M. Pichon said that M. Clemenceau would not be able to attend the 
meeting and that he had asked him to make his excuses for him. 



Adtnission of German and 
Austrian Delegates to the 
International Labour Con- 
gress at Washington 


[Not printed] ^ 


2. M. Pigeon said that on the preceding day General Weygand had been 
asked to prepare a text of a note to be addressed to the 
Dt aft note to the Ger- Delegation. 

man Delemtion rela- _ _ ° 


man Delegation rela- 
tive to the evacuation of 


General Weygand then read the draft of the note. 


the Baltic Provinces (See Appendix B.) 


* This discussion arose out of two letters addressed by Mr. Barnes to M. Clemenceau 
(appendix A in original). In the first of these, dated at London, September 12, 1919, Mr. 
Barnes referred to the decision of the Supreme Council of the previous day (see No. 56, 
minute 4) and observed that fit makes no provision for America or any other Government 
taking the initiative in inviting the Germans and Austrians to proceed to America ; and as 
you heard yesterday, Mr. Polk declined to commit his Government, although to you and me 
the day before, he indicated that it might be done. My suggestion is that the decision of 
yesterday should be sent on to the German and Austrian Governments by your Secretariat.’ 
In the second letter, headed: Tn course of transmission . . . telephoned from London 
5 p.m. September 1 7’, Mr. Barnes stated with reference to his above suggestion : ‘It is not too 
much to say that the whole future of the Labour Organisation may depend on the decision to be taken 
on this subject tomorrow. Yesterday I saw the leading members of the Parliamentary Com- 
mittee of Trades Union Congress who told me they could take part in the Washington 
Conference if the suggestion I had made to you were adopted; otherwise they definitely 
assured me they must abstain, and this would entail the abstention of representation of 
organised labour from Great Britain and probably elsewhere. This would mean the ship- 
wreck of the Washington Conference. The Parliamentary Committee meet to decide the 
question finally tomorrow, and I beg that I may be placed in a position to assure them that 
my suggestion to you has been adopted.’ 

In the course of the discussion of these letters Mr. Polk stated that ‘Mr. Barnes had not 
exactly understood him when he said that the American Government were prepared to 
invite the delegates. . . . He did not wish to continue a discussion which concerned only a 
question of form. He was ready to inform the German and Austrian delegates unofficially, 
in the name of the American Government, that they would receive every facility for their 
journey. He thought the time might be saved if Mr. Barnes, Mr. Gompers and their French 
and Italian colleagues informed the German and Austrian delegates unofficially that they 
would undoubtedly be permitted to participate in the Conference. 

‘Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with Mr. Polk that it was simply a question of form. 
'Pie desired to say, however, that Mr. Barnes, in his letter of the 12th September, proposed 
simply that the decision taken by the Council on the preceding day be communicated to 
the German and Austrian Governments through the medium of the Secretariat General. 

*M. Berthelot pointed out that it had been said that the notification in question should be 
communicated imofficially. Any communication from the Secretariat General would, of 
necessity, be official. 

‘Mr. Polk said that the American Delegation were prepared to make this communication, 
if they were directed by the Council to do so. ... 

‘It was agreed that the American Delegation should be requested in the name of the 
Conference to communicate to the German and Austrian Delegations the decision of 
September ii, 1919, regarding the admission of German and Austrian delegates to the 
International Labour Congress at Washington.’ 

See No. 59, minute i. 
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Mr. Polk said that the note provided for the evacuation not only 
of German units, but also of individual Germans, who, after being de- 
mobilized, had joined Russian units. He thought that the Allied and 
Associated Powers would be taking a risk in making a demand which the 
German Government might not be able to fulfil. He did not know what 
the United States Government would be able to do, if a situation arose 
where American citizens had enlisted in Mexican and Cuban units. He 
felt considerable doubt as to the legal obligations of the Germans in this' 
matter. 

General Weygand said that he had received documentary proof to show 
that the German Government encouraged enrolment of Germans in Russian 
military units, and paid them by giving them land in Russia. This land did 
not belong to the German Government and the position of that Government 
was clearly illegal. General Gough was present and could give the Council 
much interesting information. 

Mr. Polk said that he had also received the same information as to the 
action of the German Government. He thought that action, such as had 
been described, could be provided against in the future. But he did not know 
whether the Council could demand that the Germans now there could be 
given up. It was a complicated legal question and he would be very glad to 
hear the views of M. Berthelot and M. Fromageot. 

M. Berthelot said that entire companies had passed into the Russian 
Army. The draft could however be modified, so that note would be taken 
of Mr. Polk’s remarks, 

Mr. Polk said that the question was one of international law, so far as 
facts were concerned. Mr. Paderewski had shown him documents which 
proved that these acts were abetted by the War Office at Berlin. He was 
satisfied with General Weygand’s draft in many respects, but he thought the 
text too broad. 

M. PiCHON asked Mr. Polk whether he would be prepared to accept the 
draft in principle. It would be given to M. Fromageot, who would revise it 
from a legal point of view. 

Mr. Polk said he was prepared to do this, if M. Fromageot collaborated 
with Mr. James Brown Scott. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the military authorities thought that the 
threat in the last paragraph of the note was strong enough to have the 
desired effect. . 

Marshal Foch replied that he did not think so. It was the fourth com- 
munication on this subject, which had been made to the German Govern- 
ment. He saw no reason why it should be treated differently from the others. 
He suggested that the Council hear the opinion of General Gough. 

Mr. Polk asked whether Marshal Foch thought that the threat to use 
Polish troops would have the desired effect. 

Marshal Foch said that it was not only the question of the use of Polish 
troops ; that the Allied Governments should bring pressure to bear with all 
their power and all their troops. Thus, there would be a beginning of action 
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and the Allied and Associated Powers would be quite ready to march forward 
if the necessity therefor should arise, 

Mr. Polk said that there was a threat of military measures in the last 
lines of the draft note. There were objections to sending this fourth note, 
and he thought that the end desired could be accomplished by bringing 
economic pressure to bear. He was ready on his part to inform the German 
bankers that they would not be permitted to borrow money in the United 
States. 

Marshal Fogh said that he had nothing to say in regard to this suggestion. 

(At this moment General Gough entered the room.) 

M. PiGHON said that the Council would be grateful if General Gough 
expressed his views on the subject of the Baltic Provinces. 

General Gough said that in his opinion the greatest danger in Northern 
Russia was the German danger. It was far more serious than the danger of 
Bolshevism. There was no doubt that there was a military plot in this region, 
and that General von der Goltz was at the head of it. The plan consisted in 
colonizing the Baltic States and raising a strong Russo-German Army, which 
would be outside of the territory of the Allies, and, in a certain degree, 
independent of the German Government. The persons responsible for this 
movement aimed at joining certain Russian parties, who were represented 
by General Yudenitch, or if not by General Yudenitch himself, then by 
persons surrounding him, A great many people were ready to accept the 
German authority, as they considered it a means of regaining their rights 
and privileges at Petrograd, and in the surrounding regions. The German 
authorities did not hesitate to make promises to these people in this sense. 
If the Allies permitted this force to become constituted, the first result would 
be destruction of the happiness and liberties of the people of the Baltic 
Provinces, Then, the independence of Finland would be threatened. If the 
Allies permitted this plot to succeed, a series of murders and fighting and a 
state of tyranny would result in the Baltic Provinces and perhaps in Russia. 
These peoples, instead of being given peace, would be given a sword. There 
was also a great danger that this Russo-German force would some day be 
used against the Allies themselves. It was not impossible, in view of the 
demobilization of the Allies, that the Russo-German forces would outnumber 
the Allied forces in a few years, and a very grave menace for Europe would 
consequently result. He believed that the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments should insist upon the immediate withdrawal of the German Military 
Government and of the German forces. It v/ould next be necessary to 
establish order and to lend assistance to the Governments of the Baltic 
Provinces, not only in giving them money, but in lending money, to let them 
pay for the goods which they would need from the Allied and Associated 
Powers. In other words, commerce should be restored. The Baltic peoples 
were rich enough to pay. He added that the peoples of the Baltic Provinces 
were well disposed towards the AlKes. They differed very radically from the 
German and Russian population as well as from their own aristocracy, the 



Baltic barons, who were the descendants of the former German conquerors. 
The great middle-class population was well disposed towards the Entente 
and had a cordial hatred of Germany. If the Allies assisted them in organizing, 
there would be a barrier, not only against Germany, but against Bolshevism 
as well. These people were radicals and democrats, but had no liking for 
Bolshevism. They would not accept Bolshevism, unless they were overrun 
by Germany or deserted by the Allies. In the latter event, they would 
undoubtedly prefer Bolshevism to German rule. If the Allied and Associated 
Powers established peace and restored the prosperity of the Baltic peoples, 
it would be possible to give these peoples a free hand as regards Central 
Russia, and even to authorize them, if they wished it, to make peace. The 
Bolshevik danger was nowhere more threatening than in the interior of 
Russia, and the populations of these districts were desirous of resuming trade 
relations with the Baltic populations. Such relations would have a desirable 
effect. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question before the Conference was to 
consider the best means of compelling tlie German Government to withdraw 
its troops from the Baltic Provinces. It had been said that the German 
authorities favoured the enrolment of their demobilized soldiers in Russian 
units. He wished to know what power the German Government had over 
the army of General von der Goltz, and its commander. He questioned 
whether Germany had really disarmed. He asked whether, if the demobiliza- 
tion should take place on the spot, it would not facilitate enlistments into 
Russian units. 

General Gough replied that the army of General von der Goltz would 
obey the orders of his [ Pits] commander. It was not a fact that the German 
Government had no authority over these troops, nor that they had favoured 
demobilization on the spot and filled the country with military workmen. The 
Letts would murder these workmen, if they were left alone. The Germans in 
Latvia were soldiers. They were not demobilized and obeyed the orders of 
General von der Goltz. They could impose themselves on this region only 
by force. It had been intended to found colonies of these men in the Baltic 
Provinces, but this had not as yet been done. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the orders of General von der Goltz would 
also be obeyed by isolated soldiers in Russian units. 

General Gough said that he believed that they would. He held this 
opinion on account of a similar case, which had occurred previously. When 
the Germans had evacuated Riga, they had provoked numerous conflicts. 
There existed at that time a Landwehr battalion composed of 9,000 men, of 
whom 5,000 were Germans. The Commander, Fletcher, was a German, as 
were most of his officers. In spite of protest from certain persons in the Baltic 
Provinces, it had been possible to send Fletcher, his officers and men, to 
Mitau, to join their army, and Fletcher himself had returned to East Prussia. 
Today this Landwehr battalion was commanded by a British officer, Golonel 
Young, and there was not a single German in it. There was nothing to be 
feared on that side. It would be enough if the Germans left the country and 
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the Lettish Government were thoroughly installed, so as to be able to ward 
against any dangers. There was no doubt of the fact that no German civilian 
could remain in these regions after the German army had left. They would 
be massacred by the population immediately. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the situation in Esthonia and Lithuania was 
different. 

General Gough said that Lithuania [jzr] had received more assistance 
from the Allies and was in a position to restore herself more rapidly. Esthonia 
[j'ir], on the other hand, had been abandoned to the Germans for many 
months. 

Mr. Polk asked General Gough what he thought would be the effect if 
the Allies used Polish troops to force the Germans to evacuate the Baltic 
Provinces. 

General Gough replied that the use of Polish troops would lead to great 
confusion in the country and there would be ceaseless fighting. In his opinion, 
it would be advisable to search for other means, for the Allies ran the risk of 
seeing the Poles defeated and Poland reconquered by Germany. It was 
necessary to seek means of establishing peace and not of provoking new wars. 

Mr. Polk asked General Gough whether he thought that economic 
pressure could be brought to bear. 

General Gough replied that he thought this could be done, but both 
economic and moral pressure should be used at Berlin. If the German 
Government acted in good faith and really desired to withdraw these troops, 
there was nothing to prevent the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces. At the 
moment, the German Government was really waiting to see which was the 
stronger, the Peace Conference at Paris, or General von der Goltz. There 
was no doubt that a plot existed and that the German Government were the 
masters of its fate, for the German Government were in a position to recall 
General von der Goltz, if they wished to do so. 

M. Matsui asked how large the German forces in question were. 

General Gough replied that it was difficult to give the exact numbers. 
The Germans had organized a sort of military cordon which prevented con- 
tact with the populations of the regions which the Germans occupied. He 
believed that the army was composed of from 40,000 to 100,000 men. He 
believed that the latter figure was too high, but he was not sure. Pie called 
attention to the fact that the German forces in the Baltic Provinces were 
supplied by a railway crossing East Prussia and terminating at Mitau. It 
would be a simple matter to stop this traffic and thereby endanger the 
rationing of the German forces. On the other hand, the evacuation of the 
German troops could be effected by way of Riga, although the Germans 
alleged that this was impossible. In the Libau district there were five German 
ships, which could be used for this purpose. 

Mr. Polk said that there was also at New York a number of German ships, 
which would be available. 

M. Matsui asked whether there would be a danger of Bolshevism in these 
regions after the Germans had withdrawn. 
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General Gough said that this danger would not exist, because the popula- 
tion was anti-Bolshevist, and, furthermore, because the Bolsheviks were 
anxious to conclude peace with the Baltic Provinces, and were to recognize 
their independence up to a certain point. In any event, the Baltic Provinces 
were able to defend themselves by force of arms. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if the German troops were dependent upon 
East Prussia for their supplies, the situation would improve after the ratifica- 
tion of the Peace Treaty, which provided for the occupation of Memel and 
the neighbouring districts by Allied troops. The Treaty also provided for 
Interallied occupation of Allenstein, The army of General von der Goltz 
would consequently find itself isolated and without liaison with East Prussia, 
for it could communicate only with a small part of East Prussia, which would 
itself be isolated. He expected that the treaty would be ratified in about 
three weeks’ time and suggested that it might be advisable to await the 
ratification of the Peace Treaty. 

General Gough said that this was the case, but that General von der 
Goltz was not a person who would ignore these facts, and it was quite likely 
that he had availed himself of the delay by organizing stocks of provisions 
and munitions which would enable him to maintain himself for several 
months. It would be preferable to act immediately, for delay gave the 
Germans two advantages: — in the first place, it constantly diminished the 
moral influence of the Allied and Associated Governments in the country, 
by showing that the decisions of the Conference were not obeyed; in the 
second place, it gave the Germans time to prepare an offensive, if they 
intended to make one, and to accumulate all that was necessary for this 
operation. 

(M. PiCHON thanked General Gough for his statements and General Gough 
then withdrew.) 

M. PicHON said that he had received the amendments prepared by 
M. Berthelot based upon the observations of Mr. Polk. 

M. Berthelot said that the article concerning the Germans isolated in 
the Russian forces could be changed so as to read as follows : 

‘mais encore a tous les militaires allemands en groupe ou meme isoles, qui 

sur la suggestion ou avec Fappui des autorites aliemandes, ont nominale- 

mcnt pris du service . . . .’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether it was proposed that this text be adopted. 
He found himself in a somewhat delicate situation, for the original proposal 
concerning the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces had come from his Prime 
Minister. It was Mr. Lloyd George, who had proposed that Polish troops be 
utilized. After these proposals had been made, it had been decided that a 
note should be prepared in this sense. The information, which had been 
given that day, showed that it would not be advisable to utilize Polish troops. 
The situation therefore was now quite different. If the Allied and Associated 
Governments did not add a threat and were not prepared to carry it out, the 
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ultimatum would not be effective. Under these circumstances, he hesitated 
to agree to its being despatched. He asked whether it would not be more 
advisable to write a note to the German Government, saying that the Allied 
and Associated Powers did not believe the arguments which the German 
Government had used, that these Governments knew that the German 
Government were in a position to insist upon the evacuation being effected, 
and that they were convinced that the German Government could cany it 
out. The German Government should be further informed that as they had 
not effected the evacuation nor paid any attention to the previous notes of 
the Council, the Allied and Associated Governments proposed to sever all 
commercial relations with them and to decide upon other measures of a 
similar nature. In his opinion, it was advisable to make no further demands, 
but to put the German Government face to face with accompli. Before 
deciding upon this course, it would be necessary for all the Governments to 
agree as to the steps which they were prepared to take. So far as he was con- 
cerned, he would be glad to consult his Government, for it was probable that 
there would be complications, so far as interrupting certain steps, which were 
already being taken, such as the repatriation of prisoners of war, was con- 
cerned, and he was not certain that the British Government would agree to 
the imposition of the blockade. If a decision were taken after forty-eight 
hours, the members of the Council would have an opportunity to consult 
their Governments and they could then decide upon the action to be taken. 

Mr. Polk said that in awaiting this decision, he would confer with 
members of the American Delegation and have it made known to Baron von 
Lersner at Versailles, that the American Government would suspend all 
financial agreements. 

(It was decided to postpone the decision concerning the despatch of a Note 
to the German Government, relative to the Evacuation of the Baltic 
Provinces, for 48 hours, in order to permit the various Delegates to consult 
their Governments as to the various means of pressure which could he 
hro\ight to hear.) 

(At this point Marshal Foch and General Weygand withdrew.) 

3. M. PiCHON said that the question had been raised on the preceding day 
and that Mr. Polk had then asked that it be postponed 
Immediate occupation until the following day.^ 

of Wcitern Thrace Tardieu read the draft resolution which lie had 

Inter-alhed Military . „ , , , . „ „ rr • 1 • , 

prepared, which was worded as iollows: it is decided that 

the Bulgarian Government evacuate Western Thrace and 
the Strumitza Loop. General Franchet d’Esperey will give the necessary 
instructions for the evacuation and for the occupation of the evacuated 
territory by Greek troops (in the region of Xanthi and Gumiildjina) , and for 
the occupation of the remaining territory by Allied troops.’ 

Mr. Polk said that he believed that the line went too far. Xanthi and 
Gumuldjina were beyond the line. He could not agree to have Greek troops 
3 See No. 59, minute 3. 



occupy regions other than those which were to be attributed to them by the 
Peace Treaty, 

M. Tardieu said that he was of the same opinion. 

Mr. Polk said that General Bliss and the American Delegation believed 
that the proposal was a dangerous one and that it would lead to incidents 
similar to those which had occurred at Smyrna. He thought that trouble in 
this region was bound to occur and that the Allied Governments did not 
have the troops at their disposal, which it would be necessary to send there. 
He objected to the entire proceeding and wished to protest and he would 
take no responsibility for what might happen, for there would be no American 
troops in that coimtiy. He proposed that in the first place the territory 
should be occupied by French troops and that the Greek occupation should 
take place after the French occupation, 

M. Tardieu said that General Franchet d’Esperey, whom he had con- 
sulted, did not believe that trouble would result. He thought, however, that 
the text of the draft resolution should be altered so as to be satisfactory to 
Mr. Polk. 

Mr. Polk said -that General Gretien [Chretien]'^ held the same view that 
he did. So far as he was concerned he could only accept the proposal with 
the reserve already expressed and because of the fact that no American troops 
were to be sent. He asked whether it was proposed to maintain the local 
administration. 

Sir Eyre Crowe thought it would be inadvisable for the Council to bind 
themselves, for the Bulgarians might refuse to take the responsibility. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the matter be referred to the Central Territorial 
Committee. 

M. Tardieu said that he proposed to suppress the last two lines of his 
proposition, from the words ‘by Greek troops’, and to add a second para- 
graph, which would be worded as follows: ‘The occupation will be under- 
taken first by Allied troops, who will be replaced by Greek troops in the zone 
indicated on the map enclosed herewith. The local administration will be 
continued.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the words ‘by Allied troops’ meant that 
Greek troops would participate equally in the occupation of the other zone, 

M. Tardieu said that this was not meant and that he referred to troops of 
the principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. SciALOjA said that it should be clearly understood that occupation by 
Greek troops was to be limited to the zone in question, and that these troops 
would not participate with the troops of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers in the occupation of the other zone. 

Mr. Polk said that it was important that the line should be definitely- 
established before it was brought to the attention of the military authorities. 

M. Tardieu said that this matter could be left to the Committee. 

(After a short discussion, in the course of which Mr. Polk renewed his 
reservation and declared that the proportion of Greek troops appeared to 
4 French General in command of Allied forces in Bulgaria. 
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I'lim too great in proportion to that of .the Allied troops, the following 
resolution was adopted: 

1 . It was decided that the Bulgarian Government should evacuate W estern 

Thrace and the Strimiitza Loop. General Franchet d’Esperey should 
give the necessary instructions for this evacuation and for the occupa- 
tion of the evacuated territory. 

2. The occupation should be effected by Allied troops. 

3. These troops might he Greek in the zone indicated in the map, attached 

herewith^, when the Commander in Chief should consider it possible ; 
the rest of Western Thrace should be occupied by Allied troops, 
other than Greek troops. 

4 . The local administration w^onld be continued.) 

4. M. PiCHON said that the Conditions of Peace would be delivered to the 
Bulgarian Delegation on the following day at the Quai 
Ddmo: of Conditions d’Orsay at 10.30 a.m. 

of Peace to the Bui- 71 • 1 t • r 1 * 

garian Delegation ^ sa.id that representatives 01 the American 

Press had asked him whether they would be admitted to 

this ceremony. 

M. PiGHON said that the meeting would be different from those which had 
taken place with the German and Austrian Delegates. It had not been 
anticipated that representatives of the Press would be present. It had been 
intended to transmit the conditions of peace to the Bulgarians through the 
medium of M. Dutasta, the Secretary-General of the Conference, without 
any ceremony of any kind. M. Stancioff, the Secretary of the Bulgarian 
Delegation, had said that he thought this procedure somewhat uncompli- 
mentary to the Bulgarian Delegation. The Supreme Council had then 
decided that the delivery of the Conditions of Peace should take place at 
the Quai d’Orsay in the presence of the Council.^ 

Mr. Polk said that he was willing to accept the opinion of the majority, 
but he wished to place himself upon record as saying that he believed that 
the Conference had throughout shown a tendency to ignore the presence of 
the other Delegations. He knew that the heads of some of these Delegations 
felt that they had been ignored. The Delegation of the Serb-Groat-Slovene 
State and other Delegations particularly interested felt that the matter was 
one which concerned them very closely and that they should be present at 
the ceremony. 

M. PiCHON said that it would be possible to invite the Head of each of the 
Delegations. 

(After a short discussion, it was decided to invite to the Ceremony of the 
Delivery of the Conditions of Peace to the Bulgarian Delegation : 

Two Representatives of the Five Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, and one Representative of each of the other Allied Powers who 
were signatories of the Treaty. 

s Not attached to original. : ^ See No. 55, minute 4. 
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It was also decided that Representatives of the Press should be authorised 
to be present at the Meeting and that there should be five Representatives 
of each of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and two of the other 
Powers.) 

The meeting then adjourned. 

Hotel de Crillon^ Paris ^ 

September i8, igig. 


Appendix B to No. 6o 

Monsieur le President, 

La Note du Gouvernement allemand du 3 septembre ajourne a nouveau, sous 
des pretextes inacceptables, Fexecution des engagements souscrits par TAllemagne 
en vertu des dispositions de I’Article XII de PArmistice du ir novembre 1918, 
confirmees depuis par FArticle 433 du Traite de Paix. 

Les Gouvernements allies et associes se refusent en particulier a admettre que le 
Gouvernement allemand puisse, pour decliner la responsabilite qui lui incombe, 
se retrancher derriere Fimpuissance ou il pretend se trouver d’imposer Fobeissance 
k ses troupes des regions baltiques. 

Ils invitent en consequence le Gouvernement allemand a proceder sans aucun 
nouveau I’etard a F evacuation de leurs troupes des Provinces Baltiques, en appli- 
quant cette evacuation non seulement aux Unites allemandes constituees et k leurs 
Etats-Majors et Services, mais encore a tous les militaires allemands isolds y 
compris ceux cj[ui, apres demobilisation, ont pris du service dans les rangs des 
Corps russes organises dans les Provinces Baltiques. 

L’dvaciiation devra etre entreprise immediatement, poursuivie sans arret et 
completement achevee dans le delai d’un mois, prenant fin a la date du 20 octobre. 

En cas de non-execution dans les conditions et delai presents, les Gouvernements 
allies et associes se reservent de prendre, sans nouvel avis, toutes mesures de 
coercition qu’ils jugeroiit utiles et de les maintenir en vigueur jusqu’a complete 
execution, telles que : la reprise partielle ou totale du Blocus de FAllemagne, — la 
cessation immediate de toutes facilites d’ordre economique ou financier dont 
FAllemagne beneficie actueliement aupres des Puissances Alliees et Associees ou 
de leurs ressortissants, — la suspension du rapatriement des prisonniers de guerre, 
— au besoin, des mesures d’ordre militaire destinees a assurer directement 
Fexecution de leurs decisions. 

Veuillez agreer, etc. 

Son Excellence Monsieur von Lersner, 

President de la Delegation allemande, Versailles. 
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No. 61 


i-L D. 57 .] Azotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris, on Friday, 
September ig, igig, at ii.oo a.m. 

Present: U.S.Ar, Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France’. M. Pi chon; secretaries, M. Berthelot, M, de St, Quentin. 

Scialoj a; SECRETARY, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan-. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.i Captain Chapin. France'. Commandant 
Portier. Italy'. M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in w^hich they were concerned : — 
U.S.A . : Hon. H. Gibson, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Colonel Kisch. 

France: M. Tardieu, M. Loucheur, M. Gambon, General Le Rond. 
Italy: Colonel Gastoldi, M. Galli, M. Brambilla. 

1. Mr. Polk asked whether any news had recently been received from the 

Military Mission in Hungary. 

^HuTar received a telegram from Sir George 

Clerk dated September 12-13. (See Appendix A.) Several cypher 
telegrams had also arrived but had not yet been decoded. In view of this 
fact he proposed that the question be adjourned until the meeting of the 
Council on Monday. 

Mr. Polk said that he was in favour of M. Pichon’s proposal because he 
had received word from General Bandholtz to the effect that the latter was 
in process of organizing a police force for Budapest and hoped to conclude 
the negotiations on that day. Undoubtedly information on this subject 
would be available by Monday. 

(It was decided to adjourn the discussion on this question until Monday, 
September 22 nd.) 

2. (At this point M. Tardieu entered the room.) 

M. Tardieu stated that, in accordance with the resolu- 
(kcupation of Western taken by the Council on the previous day,^ he had 
Xf-gops received from Messrs. Dulles and JNicoisoii a paper 

indicating a line of demarcation of the zones in V'/estern 
Thrace. (See Appendix B.) This note, to which a map had been annexed, ^ 
he w^as not able to accept, for he had understood that the region of Giimuidjina 
was to have been incorporated in the area in question. 

Mr. Polk said that he had no fundamental objection to the eventual 
attribution of this territory to Greece, but that he could not consent to its 
occupation at the present time by Greek troops. 

^ See No. 60, minute 3. 2 attached to original. 
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(After a short discussion it was decided to delay action on the resolution, 
taken by the Council on September ISth and to further study the question 
of the occupation of Thrace by the Allied troops at a future meeting of the 
Council.) ' 

(M. Tardieu then withdrew.) 

3. M. Gambon read from and commented upon Report No. 5, transmitted 
Status of to toe Council by the Commission on Polish Affairs, on the 
Eastern Galicia subject of the Status of Eastern Galicia. (See Appendix G. 3 ) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in view of the fact that Poland, within its 
, . present boundaries, did not comprise all the territories which it 

ua i e pQgg^ggg^ prior to its partition, he believed that it would be 
preferable to omit the second paragraph of the Preamble, which read as 
follows : 

‘Seeing that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom of 

Poland until the partition of the latter.’ 

(It was decided to delete the following paragraph from the text of the 
Preamble to the Treaty: 

‘Seeing that Eastern Galicia formed part of the former Kingdom of 
Poland until the partition of the latter.’) 

M. Gambon said that the Commission had been unanimous upon the 

(b) Articles i to ii, (inclusive) draft of Articles i to 1 1 (inclusive) of the Treaty. 

(It was decided to accept the first eleven articles as drafted by the Polish 
Commission for insertion in the proposed Treaty regarding Eastern 
GaHcia.) 

M. Gambon read the text of Article 12 as proposed by the Polish Com- 
.... mission, together with the additional paragraph to this article 

(c) rtic e 12 pj,QpQggjj British delegation. 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to ask M. Gambon a question regarding 
this article. In the first phrase the following clause appeared, ‘The Diet of 
Eastern Galicia shall legislate on the following matters’. He wanted to know 
whether, in the opinion of the Commission, this gave the Galician Diet the 
exclusive power to legislate upon the subjects enumerated in the article in 
question. 

M. Gambon said that such was the intention of the Commission. 

IM. PiGHON added that the Diet would have complete sovereignty for the 
questions involved. 

AT Gambon said that the Commission had been unanimous upon all the 
paragraphs in question. Nevertheless, the British delegation had asked that 
the following clause be added to the text: ‘Agrarian legislation passed by the 
Polish Diet shall only become applicable to Eastern Galicia if and when it is 
confirmed by the Eastern Galician Diet.’ 

* This appendix is lacking in the original. The text of the report in question has been 
supplied from the official record of the proceedings of the Commission on Polish Affairs and 
is printed as appendix G. 
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He added that agreement had not been reached upon this clause. The 
American, French, Italian and Japanese delegations had been opposed to 
inserting it and the British delegation had insisted upon its being put in. 
The Council was therefore obliged to decide the question. 

On July 6th the Polish Diet had passed an agrarian reform law of extreme 
importance which marked the beginning of the social transformation in 
Poland. By the provisions of this law the State became the owner of all 
forests in Poland. The agrarian organization of the Polish Republic was to 
be based primarily on the peasants’ farms, the creation of new farms by 
colonization and the enlai’ging of those actually in existence. The State was 
to decide upon the division of the land and in this process was to create 
large reserves by the following means : 

(1) From lands of which it was the owner; 

(2) Lands belonging to members of old reigning families or to branches 

of the latter; 

(3) Domains of the Russian Peasants’ Bank and of the Prussian Goloniza- 

tioii Commission; 

(4) Domains of the Bishoprics, Congregations, Convents, Monasteries or 

other public institutions; 

(5) Domains formerly belonging to congregations, but not yet partitioned ; 

(6) Lands acquired through speculation and belonging to persons who 

had been convicted of having participated therein. 

The six categories of lands above mentioned were to furnish the basis upon 
which the distribution should first be made. Thereafter the distribution was 
to continue by withdrawing land from each large owner. Right of o wnership 
was to be limited, no one individual to be allowed to possess a farm larger 
than 180 hectares. In certain regions, however, where the interests of agri- 
culture might make it necessary, this maximum area could be increased to 
400 hectares. 

He pointed out that these were the principles of reform which had been 
imposed upon the party of the Right, which represented the large landed 
proprietors. The latter did not appear to have accepted their defeat and 
were already preparing to contest viciously the passage of each of the organic 
laws necessary to effectuate this scheme. Pie added, for the information 
of the Council, that the above law had only received a majority of two 
votes. 

It appeared that the above provisions, which were very broad and dia- 
metrically opposed to the ideas regarding private property which had been 
held up to the present time, were not considered liberal enough by the 
majority of the Galicians. Plowever that may be, the question is to know 
whether these provisions can be applied ‘hie et nunc’ to Galicia by the Polish 
administration or, whether, at the time a Diet shall be constituted in Galicia, 
the latter should give its opinion upon the application of this legislation or 
itself enact a special law. The British delegation believed that it was necessary*' 
for the Galician Diet to be called upon to give its opinion. The other dele- 
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gations thought that this agrarian law gave sufficiently favourable terms and 
adequately upheld the rights of private property owners vis-a-vis to the 
peasant class. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was in reality a larger one than 
the mere enforcement of a particular law, the merits of which he did not wish 
to pass upon at the present time. 

The main idea which had guided the Council in all its discussions on the 
autonomy of Eastern Galicia had been that a people was being dealt with 
who had retained marked sympathy for certain of its neighbours, more 
particularly Russia. It had always been the desire of the Council to look to 
the future with the possibility that this people might wish to ally itself with a 
regenerated Russia or any Ukrainian state which might be formed. It had 
been desired to allow the separation to be made from Poland, if such state 
of affairs became possible, and consequently the autonomy of the country 
was preferable to a mandate over it entrusted to the Poles. He thought that 
a line should be drawn between those matters on which uniformity of legisla- 
tion could be obtained without difficulty and issues on which the people of 
Eastern Galicia should be permitted to legislate alone. Uniformity on 
agrarian questions was difficult to attain. No obstacle should be placed in 
the way of an ultimate union of Eastern Galicia with Russia, and it therefore 
should not be made impossible for this province to separate itself from 
Poland. He did not wish to argue in favour of such a separation, but 
believed that the door should be left open for a move in the direction of 
Russia. By so doing the Powers would give Galicia a free hand and would 
avoid creating difficulties, of which agrarian legislation might well be one. 

He pointed out that the Council might be guided by England’s experience 
in relation to Ireland, in which country agrarian questions had always been 
the most difficult of solution. England had never imposed its agrarian legisla- 
tion on Ireland and was thankful that the same had not been done. England 
could never be charged with having forced its own system of laws on the 
Irish. The United States furnished another example of a country for whose 
well being uniformity of laws was not necessary. 

He did not wish to criticize the law in question, but pointed out that no 
guarantee existed against its repeal. The Poles might be tempted to enact 
legislative measures hostile to the interests of the Galician people, and it was 
for that reason that he beheved all laws of an agrarian nature should be 
submitted to the approval of the Galician Diet. The most simple method to 
obtain this result would be to add agrarian questions to the list of matters 
within the jurisdiction of the Diet of Eastern Galicia, which are set out in 
Article 12. Great danger would be run through the imposition of legislation 
purely Polish in character because many of the large property holdings in 
Galicia were actually in the hands of Poles and the temptation to impose a 
system favourable to their interests would be very great. 

M, Gambon said that he would like to refer to Article 16 for discussion with 
Article 12, for the two stood together and a decision of the Council on one 
would have its effect on the other. He then read the two texts proposed for 



Article i6 and pointed out that this Article in substance brought up the 
question as to whether or not Eastern Galicia was to be allowed representa- 
tion in the Diet of Warsaw. 

He was fundamentally opposed to the British proposal for the reason that, 
whether it was desirable or not, the fact that the government of the Galician 
state was entrusted to Poland placed in the hands of the Polish G overnment 
representation of Eastern Galicia abroad. Ail questions of general administra- 
tion would be settled at Warsaw. It was therefore necessary that Eastern 
Galicia be permitted to take part in ail questions of high policy in the Polish 
Diet. The Diet of Galicia could deal with the other matters as indicated in 
Article 12. It was therefore necessary not to state in the decision that 
representation of Galicia with Poland should be disregarded. 

With reference to the agrarian legislation, he pointed out that this question 
was bound up with the decision which would be taken on Article 16, for if 
the Council granted Galicia representation in the Polish Diet her representa- 
tives in this body could make themselves heard to good effect, 

M. SciALOjA said that, althoughfthe Italian representative on the Polish 
Commission had supported the majority opinion, he thought it would be 
well to make a slight change. He did not favour the addition proposed by 
the British delegation however, but inclined to the second proposal made by 
Sir Eyre Crowe, namely, to insert agrarian legislation in the list of matters 
included in Article 12. If such a change were not made Eastern Galicia might 
be deprived of ail rights of enactment of agrarian laws, should she refuse to 
accept the legislation of the Polish Diet. According to M. Gambon’s state- 
ments, it was probable that the Galicians would go further in the matter than 
the Poles had already done. This meant that they were not satisfied with 
matters as they stood and it would therefore do them an injury to crystallize 
the present situation and prevent them from improving it. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with M. Cambon in believing that 
Articles 12 and 16 were closely allied. All the points raised by the British 
delegation were intimately connected one with another, and the same argu- 
ments as had been brought forward for agrarian questions prevailed in 
regard to compulsory military service. He wished, however, to further 
discuss the representation in the Polish Diet. Assuming that this representa- 
tion existed, the danger might arise that certain Polish members of the Diet 
would wish to impose on the Galicians an agrarian scheme favourable to 
Polish interests. The Galician representatives, being in a minority, could not 
effectively block the measure. In cases where matters of general interest 
arose it was probable that Galicians and Poles might vote on the same side, 
but in cases of special legislation the Galician minority would be absolutely 
powerless. If this argument were true, the Commission was correct in saying 
that the question of representation had a direct bearing on Article 12. He 
further wished to call attention to the meaning of Article 13, and the right 
of temporary veto accorded to the Governor therein. This article provided 
sufficient guarantees to prevent the legislation of the Galician Diet affecting 
Poland adversely. 


M, PiGHON asked whether M. Paderewski had not stated that Poland 
could not accept the Treaty under these conditions. 

General Le Rond said that the Sub-Commission had heard the Polish 
delegation on the subject four times. In the first place, M. Paderewski, later 
M. Dmowski, and later M. Dabsky, the author of the Polish agrarian law 
had appeared before it. M. Daiko, representing the Ruthenians, had also 
appeared before the Commission. This body was therefore entirely alive to 
all the difficulties which Sir Eyre Crowe had brought up and to all the argu- 
ments in answer thereto. 

The agrarian reform was based on a general banking scheme which was 
to be uniform throughout the country. It appeared difficult to organize a 
similar system within a country so limited as Galicia, and of such a small 
population. The reform was also based upon a system of local committees, 
giving guarantees to the people analogous to those existing in Posnania and 
other provinces. The points raised by the British delegation were irreconcil- 
able with the solutions proposed by the majority. The representatives of the 
Polish Government had stated that they could not accept a Treaty in which 
their government would be deprived of the right to dictate agrarian reform. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that there was much to be said for the arguments 
presented by General Le Rond, but he did not believe that they went to the 
root of the matter. He was fully alive to the difficulties from a practical point 
of view which would result from allowing Galicia to legislate independently, 
in the event that she should exercise her rights in a manner which did not 
meet with the approval of the Polish Diet. He believed that the people them- 
selves would be competent to avoid all complications of this nature and they 
might even declare themselves favourable to uniformity of legislation. It 
did not devolve upon the Council, however, to force them to such uniformity. 
Furthermore, Galicia was not such a small country as General Le Rond had 
given the impression, for it contained practically four and one-half million 
inhabitants. There would, consequently, be no insurmountable difficulties 
in establishing an agrarian system for this country even though certain 
complications might arise from the banking point of view. The argument 
put forward by General Le Rond did not therefore seem to him of sufficient 
weight to overthrow his proposal of granting the Galicians a voice in the 
legislation. 

Mr. Polk said that he was greatly influenced by the arguments put 
forward by Sir Eyre Crowe. He wished to submit a proposal which had Just 
been made by Mr, Gibson, which might help the situation to a certain degree; 
This would consist in adding the following clause to the addition proposed 
by the British delegation: Tn case of a rejection of the Polish law by the 
Galician Diet, the latter will have the right to legislate on this question.* 
This solution would have the advantage of permitting the Galician Diet to 
adopt the Polish legislation should this body so desire. 

M. Gambon pointed out that it was perhaps unwise to anticipate a refusal 
and base the Galician right of legislation upon this. He suggested that it 
would be sufficient to provide; ‘The Galician Diet shall give its opinion on 
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the possibility of applying Polish law.’ In this way the body would of 
necessity be consulted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Mr. Gambon’s proposal appeared rather vague 
and would open the way to misunderstandings, while clearness in the matter 
was greatly to be desired. The danger might be that the Poles could say that 
they had asked the opinion of the Galician Diet, that the latter had not 
agreed, and nevertheless it made no difference to them. 

M. PiGHON suggested that the agrarian laws might be settled by agreement 
between the two Diets. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the fact remained that Article 13 gave 
the Polish Governor an absolute right of veto. 

Mr. Polk said that he approved the second British solution, namely, the 
insertion of agrarian questions in Article 12 . The difficulty could be covered 
by adding that, if the Galician Diet had not legislated on the matter within 
a given period, the Polish law would apply. 

M. Sgialoja said that it might be also added to the laws of Article 13, 
which are subject to an absolute veto of the Governor, 

M. Gambon drew the attention of the Council to the fact that the agrarian 
law might lead to disturbances within the country, and that the Polish 
Government might charge the AlHes with turning over to them the administra- 
tion of a country without granting them the means of handling disturbances 
which might arise through the application of agrarian laws. The majority 
of large estates in Gahcia were in the hands of the Poles. These estates were 
to be partitioned in favour of Ruthenes. This was a fruitful source of 
conflicts between different interests and of dangers which might easily lead 
to a revolution. He thought, therefore, that the Polish Government should 
be left the means of exercising its authority. Too much importance should 
not be given to these details, however, as the system which was being 
inaugurated was only temporary. 

M. PiCHON said that he had a proposal which he believed would settle the 
matter. This was to adopt the proposition presented by Sir Eyre Growe, and 
add the following paragraph thereto : 

‘In case of persistent dispute between the two Diets, the question will 

be brought before the Gouncil of the League of Nations.’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this proposal would, in effect, permit the 
League of Nations to enact the agrarian laws. 

M. PiCHON said that the Covenant of the League contemplated arbitration 
as one of the essential roles of that body. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the League of Nations would therefore be called 
upon to decide be tween two bodies of law. To bring this about it was necessary 
that the Galician Diet should be given a legislative power by the Treaty. 

(After a short discussion, it was decided: 

(1) that legislation on agrarian questions should be included within the 
competence of the Galician Diet, and inserted in Article 12 of the 
proposed Treaty ; 
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(2) that agrarian legislation should be included among the laws over which 
the Polish Governor has the right of veto (Article 13), but that if the 
Governor’s veto be maintained for more than one year the cfuestion 
should be automatically brought before the Council of the League of 
Nations for decision. 

It was further decided that the above resolution should be referred to 
the Commission on Polish Affairs for insertion of its provisions in the Treaty.) 

^14 These two Articles were accepted without change. 

M. Gambon read and commented upon Article 16. He said that the 
(e) Article 16 provided for therein, which was to protect the 

rights of Galicia, would lack a proper foundation if Galicia were 
not represented in the body of the Polish Diet. It should be understood that 
the Galician representative would take no part in the matters which were 
exclusively Polish. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he recognized the weight of the arguments put 
forward by M. Gambon, but that he did not wish to express an opinion as 
to the root of the matter. He wished particularly to remark that the question, 
had been the object of much academic discussion up to the present time, and 
that the idea involved had rarely been applied from a practical point of view. 
Under the former German Constitution Bavaria was granted special rights, 
but in practice it had been found impossible to prevent the Bavarian repre- 
sentatives from taldng part in the body of the Reichstag, in the discussion 
of matters which were entirely foreign to the special interests of Bavaria. 
The question of knowing whether States with partial autonomy can obtain 
representation in a larger Parliament is one of the most contentious which 
can be found, and has given rise to much discussion and often contradictory 
conclusions on the part of men of high intelligence in all countries of the 
world. Mr. Balfour, who had special experience of Government in Ireland, 
had more than once called attention to the grave difficulty of finding a 
satisfactory solution of this question. Several bills proposed on the Home 
Rule question had broken down precisely on the point of the Irish representa- 
tion in the British Parliament. It was, therefore, very natural that his 
Government should feel a certain hesitancy in imposing a fixed and definite 
scheme on another people in a matter which is so much a matter of contro- 
versy. The British Delegation felt that a solution along the lines proposed 
by Mr, Gambon might perhaps be reached. He did not wish to criticise it, 
nor to exclude the possibility of its eventual adoption, but he did not wish 
to force it at the outset on the people concerned. It was within the province 
of these people to decide the question in the last analysis. 

Mr. Polk said that the British proposal contemplated the intervention of 
the League of Nations if desired by ‘both parties’. He wished to suggest for 
consideration of the Council, a substitution of the words ‘either party’ for 
the words ‘both parties’. He wished also to propose for the consideration of 
the Council that Galicia be granted two or more representatives in the 
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Polish Diet, until such time as a definite decision in the matter might be 
arrived at. These representatives might have a consultative voice, with the 
right to take part in the discussion of matters concerning Eastern Galicia 
but would not be accorded a vote. Representation of this kind would be 
similar to that enjoyed by the Territories in the United States, as distinguished 
from the active and voting representation of the States. This proposal was 
a temporary measure solely and he thought the Council might deliberate 
profitably thereon. 

The discussion of Article i6 was then adjourned. 

(At this point M. Loucheur entered the room.) 


4. M. PiGHON said that a letter had been received from the Austrian Dele- 


Coal Supply 
of Austria 


gation with regard to the shortage of coal in Austria. (See 
Appendix D.^) . 

M. Loucheur said that he wished to inform the Council at 


once that he had not waited for the ratification of the Treaty before giving 
orders to increase the coal supply in Austria as soon as possible. He had 
personally given orders in this matter but he could not guarantee that he 
would be completely successful, for the shortage of coal in Central Europe 
was so great that the industries of Czecho-Slovakia were likewise threatened. 
He suggested that he might draft a letter to the Austrian Delegation inform- 
ing them of the steps which have been taken. 


(It was decided that M. Loucheur should submit to the Council a draft 
letter to the Austrian Delegation, informing the latter of the steps which 
have been taken to offset as far as possible the coal shortage existing in 
Austria.) 


(M, Loucheur then left the room.) 


4 Not printed. This letter from Dr, Renner to M. Clemenceau, communicated by the 
Austrian Charge d’Affaires on September 18, 1919, stated tliat ‘Austria, and especially its 
capital, are in a desperate situation on account of the disastrous fuel shortage. From next 
Sunday public life will be partially paralyzed by the most rigorous measures of economy : 
service on the street railways will be suspended, the use of electricity by private indi- 
\dduals will be reduced to the minimum; moreover, unless some relief comes at the last 
moment, it will be absolutely necessary to close all the factories fed by the Vienna power 
stations. By this fact, more than one hundi'ed thousand w^orkmen will be throwm out of work. 

‘The Austrian Goi'ernment has up to the present w'orked desperately to keep the people 
supplied with w'ork and to prevent the disastrous consequences of the lack of employment. 
Now, this sudden and enormous increase in the number of men out of w'ork would make the 
maintenance of social order impossible. The results of such a condition would be incalculable, 
and there would be no limit to its action.’ 

Dr. Renner observed that this state of affairs had arisen despite the provisions of article 
2124 of the Treaty of St. Germain, which, sought to ensure to Austria a basic coal supply 
from Poland and Czechoslovakia. He therefore appealed to ‘the noble intentions revealed 
in the Peace Treaty’ and to the Supreme Council ‘to exercise its great power over the states 
in question, in order to save the Austrian nation from collapse, as well as from the dangers 
of anarchy, thereby preventing the catastrophe with [which] Central Europe is seriously 
threatened. Knowing that Your Excellency and the Supreme Council are not deaf to the 
appeals of a suffering nation, I have the firm hope that at this fateful and decisive hour for 
new Austria the Powers responsible for the new order of things in the world will give it aid.’ 


740 



5 - 

Allowances for Officers of [Not printed] 

the Inter-Allied Com- 
missions of Control 

The Meeting then adjourned. 

Hotel de Crillon, Paris^ 

September /p, igig. 
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Telegrams from Sir George Clerk transmitted through the 
at Bucharest 


French Minister 
September 12, igig. 


On account of the delay incident to the formation of the new Cabinet^ I have 
on this day presented the note of the Conference to M. Bratiano, 


September ig, igig. 

The note was presented yesterday to M. Bratiano. M. Bratiano informed me 
today that he had decided not to publish the text of the note fearing that, because 
of public sentiment, this publication rendered it more difficult to reach a complete 
accord with the Entente, which he is extremely anxious to attain. 

I therefore request that steps be taken to prohibit publication in Paris or 
elsewhere. 

I am transmitting by special report the result of my interviews, but the Rumanian 
Government declares that its only wish is to work in complete agreement with the 
Supreme Council on the Hungarian question. 


Appendix B to No. 61 
Note from British and American Experts 
Occupation of WestepvN Thrace by Allied Troops 

The American and British Delegates to the Central Territorial Commission 
having been asked by their French and Italian colleagues to ax'rive at an agree- 
ment regarding the line of demarcation of the zones of Western Thrace which may 
be occupied respectively by the Greek army and the other Allied Contingents, have 
agreed on the following; 

‘A line (such as indicated on the map hereto annexed^) starting from point 1900 
on Kartal Dagh and running toward the South to a point where the Aksu river 
enters the Aegean Sea (see the British map, scale 1:1,000,000). 

‘The detachments of Grecian soldiers should occupy no territory to the East of 
this line. 

‘It is understood that this temporary fixing of the zones of military occupation 
for the Greek and Allied troops shall in no wise prejudice the decisions which may 
be eventually taken concerning the future Eastern frontier of Greece in this region.’ 

September 18, 1919. Dulles 

Nigolson. 

® M. Bratianu resigned from office on September iss, 1919: cf. No. 63, appendix A. 
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Appendix to No. 6i 


Rapport No. 5 presente an Conseil Suprime des Allies par la Commission 
des Affaires Polonaises 

STATUT DE LA GALIGIE ORIENTALE 

23 aout igig. 

Mandat, Rappel des Seances, Divisions du Rapport 

La Commission a Thonneur de soumettre au Conseil supreme des Allies le 
present rapport qui est divise en trois parties: 

La premiere expose les principes generaux dont la Commission s’est inspiree 
dans Telaboration du projet de traite. 

La seconde donne le texte meme du projet de traits®, ainsi qu’une proposition 
relative k Tetablissement du regime definitif. 

La troisieme indique, pour les articles du Traite sur lesquels un accord unanime 
[?n’]a pu se faire, d’une part les arguments a I’appui du texte propose par la 
major! te de la Gornmission, d’autre part les considerations en faveur du texte 
propose par la minorite. 

En ce qui concerne la seconde partie, il y a lieu d’observer que le mandat de la 
Commission ne lui donnait pas mission d’inclure dans le Traits une clause relative 
ik I’etablissement du regime definitif. La Commission estime cependant devoir 
proposer Tinsertion dans le Traite d’une clause fixant Techeance a laquelle les 
Puissances determineront la date et les conditions de la consultation des habitants. 
L’audition des representants du parti ruthene de Galicie orientale qui ont insiste 
sur la n^cessit^ d’une semblable disposition pour que le regime etabii par le Traite 
soit accept^ sans troubles par la population ruthene a confirme la Commission 
dans cette opinion. Elle attire, en consequence, I’attention du Conseil supreme 
sur la proposition inseree a la page 256.’ 

I. Principes Generaux 

En elaborant, sur la base des instructions qui lui ont ete donnees, le projet 
d’organisation de la Galicie orientale qu’elle a Thonneur de presenter ci-dessous, 
la Commission a ete guidee par les principes suivants : 

a) U autorite que le Gouvernement polonais exercera en Galicie orientale, pendant la duree 
du regime provisoire, doit etre assez forte pour luipermettre de maintenir Vordre et la tranquillite 
dans ce pays divise et agite, de mener d Men la grande tdche de reconstitu tion economique dont la 
Galicie orientale a tant besoin, et de mettre un /rein dans une ceriaine mesure aux abus possibles 
de la. part des corps locaux autonomes, elus par une population ires insuffisamrnent preparee d se 
gouverner entierement par elle-meme. 

De ce principe resultent, notamment, les pouvoirs relativement etendus qui sont 
conferes au Gouverneur de la Galicie orientale, et en particulier le droit de veto 
qui lui est accorde en ce qui concerne les lois votees par la Diete. 

“ Note in original; ‘Le projet de traite a Ae pr&ente au Comite de Redaction qui I’a 
approuve apres y avoir apport6 certains changements de forme.’ 

The reference is to the proposal relative to the establishment of a definitive regime, 
inserted in the report after the text of the draft treaty. 



b) Les habitants de la Galicie orientate doivent recevoir toutes les garanties necessaires 
relativement a lews droits civiques, nationaux et religieux, et d tons les interits speciaux qui 
les differencient des Polonais. 

La Commission croit avoir repondu dans une large mesure a cette necessite: 

Par Farticle 5, qui accorde aux Galiciens toutes les libertes conferees aux citoyens 
de rLtat polonaisj et particulierement une liberte religieuse complete; 

Par Particle 6 (garanties concernant la liberte de parole, de presse, de reunion 
et d’association) ; 

Par Particle 7 (egalite complete des langues polonaise et ruthene, stipulation 
concernant les ecoles) ; 

Par Particle 8 (qui etend a la Galicie orientale toutes les garanties se rapportant 
aux minorities contenues dans le Traite separe avec la Pologne du 28 juin 1919) ; 

Par Particle 9 (garanties centre une colonisation systematique du pays par 
immigration) . 

c) II convient d’accorder aux habitants de la Galicie orientale une large autonomie. 

En application de ce principe, le projet presente par la Commission prevoit: 

Une Diete de Galicie orientale ayant une competence plus etendue que ne Petait 

celle de la Diete de Galicie sous le regime autrichien (art. 10 a 15) ; 

Un cabinet de Ministres responsables devant cette Diete (art. 22 et 23) ; 

Lin statut judiciaire particulier comportant une Cour supreme siegeant A 
Lemberg (art. 27 a 29). 

d) Four tracer les limites de V autonomie de la Galicie orientale, it y a lieu de tenir un 
compte equitable des considerations suivantes: 

1. £tant donne V etendue relativement faible de ce territoire, et la duree comparativement 
restreinte du regime provisoire, il ne parait ni sage ni pratique dHnstituer en Galicie orientale 
le mecanisme entier necessaire au fonctionnement diun Etat completement distinct. 

2. Un grand nombre de questions dPrdre gouvernemental, touchant d des interits generaux 
considerables, et necessitant des connaissances techniques et une experience politique etendue 
seront resolues d'une manure plus adequate par le Gouvernement et la Diete de Varsovie que par 
la Diete de Lemberg. 

3. La Pologne doit etre mise en mesure de s’acquitter des obligations qu^elle assume en ce 
qui concerne la Galicie orientale. 

Ces considerations ont amene la Commission a proposer que les questions se 
rapportant a la representation a Petranger, aux douanes, aux chemins de fer, aux 
postes et telegraphes et, en general, toutes les affaires qui ne sont pas expressement 
reservees a la Diete de Galicie orientale, soient considerees comme etant communes 
a la Galicie orientale et a la Pologne, et comme rentrant dans la competence 
legislative de la Diete de Varsovie, ou la Galicie orientale sera mise en mesure de 
faire valoir ses droits. 

II. Projet de Trait6 gongernan^t la Galicie Orientale® 

Les fitats-Unis d’Amerique, PEmpire Britannique, la France, PItalie et le Japon, 
Principales Puissances ailiees et associees, et la Pologne, 

Soucieux de mettre fin au conflit malheureux qui, pendant longtemps, a desole 
la Galicie orientale, et d’etablir dans ce pays un regime qui devra en assurer, 

® Note in original: Tour les articles sur lesquels Tunanimite n’a pu se faire, le texte 
propose par la majorite de la Commission et le texte propose par la minority sont places en 
regard Pun de i’autre.’ 
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autant que possible, Fautonomie, et sauvegarder les libertes individueiles, politi- 
ques et reiigieuses de ses habitants, jusqu’au moment oil ceux-ci seront appeles i 
exprimer par ime consultation, actuellement difFeree en raison de Fetat trouble de 
FEurope orientale, leurs desirs relativement au statut politique definitif de ce 
territoire; 

Gonsiderant que la Galicie orientale a fait partie de Fancien royaume de Pologne 
jusqu’au demembrement de celui-ci; 

Que la Pologne est aujourd’hui, de Favis des Principales Puissances alliees et 
associees, Ffitat le mieux qualifie pour restaurer un Gouvernement libre et bien 
ordonn^ en Galicie orientale; 

Et desirant conclure un Traitd a cette fin; 

Ont nomme pour leurs plenipotentiaires, savoir: 

Lesquels, apres avoir echange leurs pleins pouvoirs, reconnus en bonne et due 
forme, ont convenu les stipulations suivantes : 

Ghapitre premier . — Statut de la Galicie orientale 
Article premier 

Les Principales Puissances alliees et associees transferent a la Pologne, sous 
reserve des conditions stipulees dans le present Traite et notamment dans Particle 2, 
tous les droits et titres qu’elles tiennent de FAutriche en vertu de Particle 91 du 

Traite de Paix en date du sur la partie ci-dessous definie des anciens 

‘ Kronlander ’ autrichiens de Galicie et de Biikovine : 

A. Limites Quest 

En partant de Faiicienne frontiere enti'e la Russie et FAutriche, au point oh la 
limite administrative orientale de la commune de Belzec la rencontre et vers le 
Sud-Ouest: 

Cette limite administrative, puis la limite administrative entre les districts de 
Gieszanow k FOuest et de Rawa-Ruska a FEst : 

De Ik vers le Sud la limite administrative entre les distiicts de Gieszanow et 
Jaworow, tout en coupant le saillant forme autour du village de Lipowiec par une 
ligne a determiner sur le terrain passant a 2 kilometres environ au Nord de cette 
localite : 

De la vers le Sud la limite administrative entre les districts de Jaroslaw et de 
Jaworow puis entre les districts de Przemysl, d’une part, et Mosciska, puis de 
Sambor, puis de Stary-Sambor de Fautre, puis entre les districts de Dobromil et 
Staiy-Sambor jusqiFau saillant a 2 kilometres au sud-est de la cote 519 (Radycz) : 

De la vers le Sud jusqu’au saillant de la limite administrative entre les districts 
de Dobromil et Stary-Sainbor, a 15 kilometres au sud-ouest de Ghyrow et a 
4 kilometres au sud-est de la cote 733, une ligne a determiner sur le terrain 
coupant le chemin de fer Chyrow-Sambor, a 2 kilometres environ a Fest de 
Ghyrow et suivant la ligne de crete entre les bassins du Strwiaz et du Dniester; 

De la vers le Sud cette limite administrative, puis la limite entre les districts de 
Lisko, d’une part, et de Stary-Sambor, puis de Turka de Fautre, jusqu’au point 
de rencontre avec la frontiere de Tcheco-Slovaquie. La frontiere s’ecarte toute- 
iois de ces limites en deux points oh le trace sera a determiner sur le terrain; 

a) Lorsque la limite administrative passe k Fouest de la route de Ghyrow a 
Lutowiska, de fa^on a laisser cette route entierement en territoire polonais ; 

b) Aux environs de la localite de Bobrka, de fagon a laisser cette localite en 
territoire polonais. 



B. Limites Sud-Ouest 

A partir du point de rencontre de la limite occidentale de la Galicie orientale 
avec la frontiere de Tcheco-Slovaquie et vers le Sud-Est: 

Cette frontiere jusqu’a son point de rencontre avec I’ancienne limite administra- 
tive entre la Galicie et ia Buko\dne. 

G. Limites Sud-Est 

Du point ci-dessus defmi et vers le Nord-Est, Tanciemie limite administrative 
entre la Galicie et la Bukovine jusqu’au point ou elle rencontre la limite entre les 
districts de Horodenka et de Sniatyn, a environ ii kilometres au Sud-Est de 
Horodenka : 

de la et vers ie Nord-Est et jusqu’au Dniester en un point a environ 2 kilometres 
en aval de Zaleszczyki : 

une ligne a determiner sur le terrain passant par ies cotes 239, 312 et 317: 

de la et jusqu’au point ou Tancienne frontiere entre FAutiiche-Hongrie et la 
Russie se detaclie du Dniester vers le Nord a environ 3 kilometres a FOuest de 
Jvanets : 

le cours principal du Dniester. 

D. Limites Est et Mord-Est 

Du point ci-dessus defini sur le Dniester, Fancienne frontiere entre FAutriche- 
Hongrie et la Russie jusqu’au point ou la limite administrative orientale de la 
commune de Beizec la rencontre. 

Une Commission composee de six membres, dont cinq seront nommes par ies 
Principales Puissances alliees et associees et un par ia Pologne, sera constituee 
dans les quinze jours qui suivront la mise en vigueur du present Traite, pour fixer 
sur place le traite des limites ci-dessus prevues et a la fixation desquelles ii n’aurait 
pas etc pourvu par ailleurs. Les decisions de la Commission seront prises a la 
majorite des voix, etant entendu que le President aura droit, en cas de partage des 
voix, a emettre un second vote; ces decisions seront obligatoires pour les parties 
interessees. 

Les frais en seront preleves sur les revenus de la Galicie orientale. 

Article 2 

La Pologne s’engage a organiser, dans les limites fixees a Particle i®*", la Galicie 
orientale, qui constituera un territoire autonome. 

La Pologne s’engage, en outre, a faire ou laisser proceder a une consultation des 
habitants, sur le statut definitif du territoire, a la date et dans les conditions qui 
seront determinees par les Principales Puissances alliees et associees, ou par tout 
autre organisme qu’elles aui’ont designe. Elle reconnait par avance les limites et 
le statut qui, a la suite de cette consultation, seront definitivement fixes par les 
Principales Puissances alliees et associees ou par F organisme qu’elles auront 
d&igne.® 

Article 3 

Pendant la duree du regime etabli par ie present Traite, les Traites et Conven- 
tions conclus ou a conclure par la Pologne s’appliqueront a ia Galicie orientale a 
moins de dispositions contraires. 

5 Note in original; ‘Voir la proposition relative a I’etablissement d’un regime definitif.’ 
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Article 4 

Les agents cliplomatiqiies et consulaires de la Pologne protegeront a Tetranger 
les interets des ressortissants de la Galicie orientale. 

Article 5 

Toutes les libertes d’ordre prive et public, tous les droits politiques et les droits 
reserves aux minorites, assures en Pologne par les lois polonaises, seront assures en 
Galicie orientale. En particulier, la plus complete liberte religieuse sera garantie. 
Le rite catholique grec beneficiera des memes droits que le rite catholique remain. 

Article 6 

La Pologne s’engage a ce que les lois applicabies en Galicie orientale, concernant 
les libertes de reunion, d’association, la liberte de la parole et de la presse, tiennent 
compte du regime special du territoire et assurent aux habitants les plus larges 
libertes avec le maintien de I’ordre et I’observation des stipulations du present 
Traite. 

Article 7 

La langue polonaise et la langue ruthene seront reconnues, au meme titre, 
comme langues officielles en Galicie orientale et jouiront des memes droits. 

Sana prejudice des garanties assurees aux minorites par Particle 8, ii appartiendra 
a chaque commune ou municipalite de decider si la langue polonaise ou la langue 
ruthtoe, ou les deux langues, seront enseignees dans les etablissements publics 
d’enseignement primaire. 

En matiere d’instruction publique dans les etablissements d’enseignement 
primaire, secondaire et superieur, et sous reserve de la disposition de Particle 13, 
le pouvoir iegislatif appartiendra a la Diete de Galicie orientale, pr^vue a Particle i o. 

Dans Pattribution des fonds publics aux trois ordres d’enseignement, ii sera fait 
une part Equitable de Penseignement donne en langue polonaise et a Penseigne- 
ment donn6 en langue ruthene. 

Article 8 

Les dispositions du Traits conclues le 28 juin 1919 entre les Hautes Parties 
Gontractantes sont applicabies en Galicie orientale et seront interpr^tees en ce sens : 
I® les obligations que ce Traite impose a la Pologne seront egalement a la charge 
des autorites de ia Galicie orientale dans la mesure de leur competence; 2° les 
garanties qu’edicte ce Traite en faveur des minorites ethnic|ues en vue d’une 
raajorite polonaise sont assurees egalement dans le cas ou la majorite serait ruthene. 

Article 9 

Ii ne devra etre precede, en Galicie orientale, a aucune colonisation systematique 
au moyen de colons venus du dehors. 

Ghapitre II. — Diete de la Galicie orientale 
Article 10 

II y aura en Galicie orientale une Diete, qui sera composee d’une seule Ghambre 
elue au suffrage universel secret avec representation proportionnelle. Le droit de 
vote appartiendra, sans distinction, ^ Pun et Pautre sexe. 

Des elections generates auront lieu tous les cinq ans, En cas de dissolution de la 
Diete, les elections auront lieu dans un delai de trois mois apres la dissolution. 
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Les lois electorales polonaises s’appliqueront a I’election de la Diete de Galicie 
orientale, sous reserve des dispositions qui precedent. 

Article ii 

La Diete sera convoqxiee par le Gouverneur prevu ^ I’article Le 

Gouverneur pourra egalement rajourner, prononcer la cloture de la session ou 
dissoudre la Diete. 

La Di^te tiendra chaque annee deux sessions ordinaires. 

Article 12 


Texte propose 

par la majorite de la commission 
[Delegations Amhicame, 
Frangaise^ Italienne et Japonaise), 

La Diete de la Galicie orientale 
l<^giferera sur les matieres suivantes: 

I® Exercice du culte public; 

2° Instruction publique; 

3° Assistance publique; 

4° Hygiene publique ; 

5® Voies de communications regio- 
naies, communaies et vicinaies, y com- 
pris les chemins de fer d’interet local; 

6° Tous encouragements a I’agri- 
culturcj au commerce et a Tindustrie, 
y compris les mesures propres a faciliter 
le credit, les achats et les ventes, a 
developper I’emploi des moyens techni- 
ques nouveaux, k favoriser les recher- 
ches et les experiences; 

7° Application des lois generales sur 
I’amenagement des eaux en vue de 
I’irrigation ou leur utilisation comme 
force motrice; 

8® Application des lois generales sur 
Forganisation et Fadministration des 
municipalites et districts; 

9° Impots a percevoir pourle compte 
propre de la Galicie orientale; 

lo® Toutes autres matieres, pour les- 
quelles la Diete de Pologne lui aura 
attribud competence. 

Chaque annee, la Diete de Galicie 
orientale votera, sur la proposition du 


Texte propose 

par la minorite de la commission 
[Delegation Britannique) . 

La Di^te de la Galicie orientale legi- 
ferera sur les matieres suivantes : 

I® Exercice du culte public; 

2° Instruction publique; 

3® Assistance publique; 

4® Hygiene publique; 

5° Voies de communications regio- 
nales, communaies et vicinaies, y com- 
pris les chemins de fer d’interet local; 

6° Tous encouragements a Fagri- 
culture, au commerce et k Findustrie, 
y compris les mesures propres a faciliter 
le credit, les achats et les ventes, k 
developper Femploi des moyens techni- 
ques nouveaux, a favoriser les recher- 
ches et les experiences; 

7° Application des lois generales sur 
Famenagement des eaux en vue de 
Firrigation ou leur utilisation comme 
force motrice; 

8® Application des lois generales sur 
Forganisation et Fadministration des 
municipalites et districts; 

9° Impots a percevoir pour le compte 
propre de la Galicie orientale; 

10° Toutes autres matieres, pour les- 
quel[le]s la Diete de Pologne lui aura 
attribue competence. 

Chaque annde, la Diete de Galicie 
orientale votera, sur la proposition du 
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Gouverneufj le budget des ser\>ices Gouverneur, le budget des services 
correspondant aux matieres rentrant correspondant aux matieres rentrant 
dans sa competence. dans sa competence. 

La legislation agraire votie par la Diete de 
Pologne ne sera applicable en Galicie orientale 
qu'apres un vote conforme de la Diete de 
Galicie orientale. 

Article 13 

Toute loi votee par la Diete sera transmise an Gouverneur par le President de la 
Diete; elle pourra, dans le delai d’un mois a dater de cette communication, etre 
frappee de veto par le Gouverneur agissant de sa pi'opre autorite. Ge droit de veto 
sera epuise si, dans le delai d’un an apres qu’il aura ete exerce, la loi est votee a 
nouveau par la Diete a une majorite des deux tiers. Toutefois, en ce qui concerne 
ies lois relatives a I’instruction publique dans les etablissements d’enseignement 
secondaire et superieur, le veto du Gouverneur est absolu. 

Article 14 

Aucun membre de la Diete ne pourra etre poursuivi ou reclierchd en aucune 
maniere a raison de discours, opinions ou votes emis a la Diete ou dans ses com- 
missions. 

Aucun membre de la Diete ne pourra, pendant la duree d’une session, ^tre 
arretd ou poursuivi devant les tribunaux repressifs qu’avec I’autorisation de la 
Di6te, sauf en cas de flagrant delit. La detention ou poursuite d’un membre de la 
Diete sera suspendue pendant toute la duree de la session, si la Diete le requiert. 

Article 15 

La Di^te etablira elle-meme son reglement. Elle elira son President et son 
Bureau. 

La Gour supreme de Lemberg, visee a Particle 27, statuera sur les reclamations 
fonn^es contre la valid! te des elections a la Diete. 

Ghapitre III, — Representation de la Galicie orientale dans la Diete de Pologne et dans le 
Gouvernement polonais 

Article 16 

Texts Texte 

propose par la majorite de la commission propose par la minorite de la commission 
{Delegations Americaine, Francaise^ {DeUgation Britannique) . 

Italienne et Japonaise). 

Les electeurs de la Galicie orientale Un arrangement ulterieur entre le 
participeront aux elections a la Diete Gouveimement polonais et le Ministere 
de Pologne. A cet eflbt, les lois de Galicie orientale, conciu avec la 
polonaises sur ies elections a cette Diete participation de la Societe des Nations, 
s’ctendront a la Galicie orientale sous si les deux parties le desirent, decidera 
cette reserve que la representation de la question de savoir si et comment 
proportionnelle devra etre maintenue la Galicie orientale sera representee a 
dans le territoire. la Diete de Pologne. Get arrangement 
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Les deputes eius en Galicie orieiitale sera soumis a Fapprobation de la Diete 
ne participeront pas, dans la Diete de de Pologne et de la Dicke de Galicie 
Pologiie, aux deliberations sur les orientale. 
matieres legislatives du meme ordre que 
celles attribuees a la Diete de Galicie 
orientale. 

Article 1 7 

La Diete de Pologne aura le droit de legiferer, pour la Galicie orientale, sur 
toutes les matieres c[ui ne sont pas de la competence de la Diete de la Galicie 
orientale. 

Article 18 

Le Gonseii des Ministres de Pologne comprendra un Ministre sans portefeuiile, 
qui sera nomine par le Chef de I’litat polonais parmi les habitants de la Galicie 
orientale et C|ui representera celle-ci. 

Des bureaux speciaux aux affaires de Galicie orientale seront organises dans 
chacun des ministeres polonais ay ant competence pour s’occuper desdites affaires. 

Un haut fonctionnaire ruthene sera attache au Gonseii des Ministres polonais 
pour lui servir de conseiller dans les affaires concernant specialement les Ruthenes 
et dans celles du rite catholique grec. 


Ghapitre IV . — Administration de la Galicie orientale 

Article 1 9 

Le pouvoir executif en Galicie orientale sera confie a un Gouverneur, qui sera 
nomme par le Chef de I’Etat polonais et pourra etre revoque par lui. 

Article 20 

Le Gouverneur veillera au maintien de I’ordre et de la securite publique. II 
assurera Fexecution des lois votees par la Diete de Pologne et la Diihte de Galicie 
orientale. 

Article 21 

Sous reserve du droit de veto prevu a Particle 13, le Gouverneur promulguera 
les lois votees par la Diete de Galicie orientale, dans le delai d’un mois, a dater de 
la transmission qui lui aura ete faite par le President de cette Assemblee. 

Article 22 

Les affaires ressortissant a la Diete de Galicie orientale seront dirigees par des 
Ministres nommes par le Gouverneur et responsables devant la Diete. Gelle-ci 
fixera le nombre, les fonctions et le traitement de ces Ministres. 

Article 23 

Les affaires ne ressortissant pas a la Diete de Galicie orientale seront dirigees en 
Galicie orientale par des chefs de service, places sous la direction du Gouverneur. 

Article 24 

Les actes du Gouverneur se referant aux matieres visees a Particle 12, devront 
etre contresign^s par un Ministre responsable, a Fexception du d^cret de veto. 
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Article 25 

Le Gouverneiir nomrnera les fonctionnaires publics. Toutefois, la loi polonaise 
ou galicienne, suivant le cas, pourra prescrire pour des fonctionnaires subalternes 
un autre mode de nomination. Elle pourra egalement etablir les conditions requises 
pour etre admis a telle ou telle fonction. 

Les fonctionnaires des services correspondant aux matieres visees a Farticie 12 
seront nommes sur la proposition du Ministre responsable. 

Article 26 

L’aptitude aux fonctions publiques ne devra, en principe, etre subordonnee ni 
en droit, ni en fait, a des conditions de race, de religion ou de iangue, 

Les fonctionnaires devront, sauf exception necessaire, etre recrutes en Galicie 
orientale. Des reglements arretes par le Gouverneur sur la proposition du chef de 
service interesse ou sur la proposition du Ministre responsable, suivant le cas, 
pourront determiner les fonctions qui seront reservees exclusivement a des candidats 
originaires de la Galicie orientale ou y remplissant les conditions de domicile qui 
seront fixees par ces reglements. 

Dans le choix des fonctionnaires on devra, a merite egal, tenir compte de 
Fimportance numerique des divers groupes nationaux. 

Ghapitre V. — Organisation judiciaire de la Galicie orientale 

Article 27 

La Cour de Lemberg constituera une Cour supreme pour le territoire entier de 
la Galicie orientale. 

Article 28 

Les juges de la Galicie orientale, a Fexception de ceux pour lesquels un systeme 
electif serait adopte, seront nommes par le Chef de I’Ltat polonais sur la proposi- 
tion du Gouverneur. lis seront inamovibles et ne pourront etre destitues que sur 
avis conforme de la Cour de Lemberg, statuant comme Gonseil supreme de 
discipline de la magistrature. 

Article 29 

Les peines prononcees par les tribunaux de la Galicie orientale seront executees 
en Galicie orientale. 

Article 30 

Le Chef de I’Ltat polonais aura le droit de grace a Fegard des individus con- 
damnes par les tribunaux de la Galicie orientale. 

Ghapitre VI. Regime financier de la Galicie orientale 

Article 31 

Le regime financier, speciaha la Galicie orientale, sera fixe par une loi polonaise 
conformement aux distributions du present Traite. 

Article 32 

Les biens situes en Galicie orientale et appartenant anterieurement au Gouverne- 
ment autrichien, au ‘ Kronland ’ de Galicie ou a la Gouronne autricliienne, ainsi 
que les biens situes sur ce territoire et appartenant, a titre prive, a Fancienne famille 
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souveraine d’Autriche-Hongrie sont, dans les conditions visees a Particle 204 du 
Traite de paix entre les Hautes Parties Contractantes et rAutriclie, transferes a 
la Pologne, qui en assurera Tadministration. 

Article 33 

Les biens actuellement alfectes a un service public conserveront cette affection. 
Ils ne pourront etre desaffectes a Pavenir que dans les formes legales et sur avis 
conforme de Pautorite qui dirige ce service. 

Pendant la duree du regime temporaire etabli par le present Traite, les biens 
vises a Particle 32 ne pourront etre alienes ni greves de charges dont PefFet depas- 
serait la duree dudit regime; les baux qui depasseraient cette duree cesseront en 
tout cas d’etre en vigueur trois ans apres Petablissement du statut definitif prevu a 
Particle 2, s’ils n’ont pas ete expressement confirmes pendant ce delai. Toutefois, 
cette stipulation n’empechera en rien de disposer de ces biens en vue de Paccomplis- 
sement de la reforme agraire ou de travaux reconnus d’utilite publique. 

Les dispositions du present chapitre ne prejugent point de Pattribution a faire 
par les Principales Puissances alliees et associees desdits biens, dans le cas oil la 
Galicie orientale viendrait a etre, en tout ou partie, detachee de la Pologne. 

Article 34 

Les adjonctions aux biens domaniaux ou aux biens alfectes k des services publics 
seront administres conformement aux dispositions des articles 32 et 33; elles 
donneront lieu a Petablissement d’un compte a regler iors de la fixation du regime 
definitif de la Galicie orientale. 


Article 35 

Dans le cas oil certains services, dont la charge incomberait a la Galicie orientale, 
seraient en Pologne k la charge du budget de PEtat, la legislation polonaise fixera 
la quote-part correspondante du produit des impots generaux per9us en Galicie 
orientale, qui devra ^tre versee au budget de celle-ci. 

Article 36 

Le budget de la Galicie orientale comprendra: 

1° En depenses: 

Les depenses concernant les matieres visees a Particle 12; 

2° En recettes : 

a) La quote-part du produit des impots generaux determinee conformement a 
Particle 35; 

b) Le produit des supplements aux impots generaux, dont la quotite sera fixee 
par la Diete de Galicie orientale; 

c) Le produit des impots des taxes etablis par la Diete de Galicie orientale. 

Article 37 

Le Gouvernement polonais assurera le service des dettes qui, en vertu des 
articles 199 et 200 du Traite de Paix entre les Hautes Parties Contractantes et 
PAutriche, doit etre a la charge du territoire de la Galicie orientale. Au cas ou 
ce territoire viendrait a etre, en tout ou en partie, detache de la Pologne, la part 
contiibutive lui incombant sera determinee conformement au principe etabli par 
Particle 199 dudit Traite. 
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Ghapitre VIL — Organisation miUtaire 
Article 38 

Texte propose Texte propose 

par la majorite de la commission par la minorite de la commission 

{Delegations Americaine, Francaise, {Delegation Anglaise ) . 

Italienne et Japonaise). 

La legislation sur le service militaire II n’y aura pas de service militaire 
envigueurenPoIognepourraetreappli- obligatoire en Galicie orientale. 
quee par la Pologne en Galicie orientale. 

Le contingent ainsi recrute formera, 
dans le cadre de Tarmee polonaise, des 
unites speciales qui, en temps de paix, 
tiendront garnison en Galicie orientale. 

Ghapitre VIII. — Dispositions transitoires 
Article 39 

Jusqu’^ la reunion de la Diete, le Gouverneur de la Galicie orientale administrera 
le territoire en se conformant aux dispositions du present Traitd. 

En ce qui concerne les matieres qui, d’apres le present Traite, sont de la compe- 
tence de la Diete polonaise, les lois polonaises seront introduites en Galicie orientale 
par une promulgation par le Gouverneur. En ce qui concerne les matieres qui 
sont de la competence de la Diete de Galicie orientale, les lois et reglements en 
vigueur au 28 juillet 1914 seront appliquees sans nouvelle promulgation. 

Le Gouverneur prendra les mesures necessaires pour la constitution initiale des 
services administratifs. II fixera le nombre des ministres et leurs attributions 
respectives et il en sera ainsi jusqu’a decision contraire de la Diete. 

Le Gouverneur prendra les mesures necessaires pour que la Diete de Galicie 
orientale soit, dans les conditions prevues a Particle lo, elue le plus tot possible, et 
de fagon a ce que la Diete puisse se reunir, au plus tard, dans un delai de neuf mois 
apr^s la mise en vigueur du present Traite. II appartiendra au Gouverneur 
d’assurer la liberte du vote en se conformant notamment aux stipulations de 
Particle 6 et a proceder sans delai a la convocation de la Diete. 

L’ensemble du regime etabli par les chapitres P*" a VI du present Traite 
fonctionnera des la reunion de la premiere Diete. Le service militaire obligatoire 
ne pourra etre introduit en Galicie orientale avant cette date. 

Ai'ticle 40 

Aucun des habitants de la Galicie orientale ne pourra etre inquiete ou moleste 
en raison de son attitude politique depuis le 28 juillet 1914 jusqu’a la mise en 
vigueur du present Traite. 

Proposition relative a l’Etablissement du R^igime d.^;finitif 

En ce qui concerne Petablissemeht d’tin regime definitif, la Commission croit 
devoir souinettre a Punanimite au Gonseil supreme des Allies la proposition 
suivante qui, si elle recevait Papprobation du Gonseil, pourrait etre inseree a la 
fin de Particle 2: 

Dix ans apres Pechange des ratifications du present Traite, les Principaks Puissances alliees 
et associees, ou tout autre organisme qu’elles auront designe, fixer ont, apres examen de la 
situation, la date d laquelle la population de la Galicie orientale sera appelee a. se prononcer 
sur son staiut politique definite, ainsi que le mode de cette consultation. 
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III. Discussion des Articles sur lesquels l’unanimite n'a pu se faire 

La Commission est unanime a proposer 37 des articles du projet de statut de la 
Galicie orientale. En ce qui concerne les articles 12, 16 et 38, les raisons qui ont 
amene la majorite (Delegations americaine, fran^aise, italienne et japonaise) et 
la minorite (Delegation britanniqne) a soumettre des propositions differentes sont 
expos^es ci-dessous: 

Article 12, — Legislation agraire 

Opinion de la minorite. — La minorite estime que les conditions de la possession 
de la terre en Galicie orientale different si considerablement du regime existant 
en Pologne et que la question agraire est si intimement liee a celle des nationalit^s 
que la legislation envisagee pour la Pologne devra etre profondement modifiee 
pour s’adapter a la Galicie orientale. Elle estime en outre que, tout en tenant 
compte des objections que souleve le fait de laisser la l%islation agraire dans les 
attributions exclusives de la Diete de la Galicie orientale, ce serait commettre une 
injustice manifeste envers les habitants de cette region que de permettre a un 
Gouvernement exterieur de refondre entierement leur regime agraire sans leur 
consentement et cela au cours d’une courte periode de transition. Comme aucune 
forme de representation a Varsovie ne pourrait en soi garantir aux representants 
de la Galicie orientale une influence decisive dans aucune question particuliere, 
ia minorite estime que la legislation agraire votee par la Di^te polonaise ne devrait 
6tre appliquee en Galicie orientale qu’avec le consentement de la Diete de la 
Galicie orientale. 

Opinion de la majority — Les autres Delegations estiment qu’il serait k ia fois 
imprudent et inutile de donner a la Diete de Galicie un droit de veto sur la 
l<!gisIation agraire votee par la Diete de Varsovie. 

La reforme agraire que vient d ’adopter la Diete polonaise presente un caract^re 
si liberal et si satisfaisant qu’il semblerait etre de I’int^rSt mSme des Galiciens 
d’assurer sa proinpte et complete application en Galicie orientale. 

Les habitants de ce territoire auront I’occasion de faire respecter leurs desiderata 
et leurs intdrets pendant la mise a execution de cette reforme, car son application 
dependra des commissions locales qui seront creees a cet effet. 

Dans une question aussi complexe que ia legislation agraire, il pourrait dans la 
pratique etre tres difficile d’arriver a un accord complet enti'e les deux Dietes de 
Varsovie et de Lemberg, et tout manque d’entente entre celles-ci ne ferait qu’entra- 
vcr ou mettre en danger la totalite de la reforme agraire en Galicie orientale. 

La necessite d’un accord en pareille matiere entre deux organes parlementaires 
si differemment composes et si eloignes I’un de I’autre semble etre une nouveaut^ en 
droit constitutionnel et, probabiement, n’aboutirait qu’a creer un systeme inoperant. 

Article i6. — Representation de la Galicie d la Diete Polonaise 

Opinion de la majority — Quatre Delegations estiment que, pour des raisons de 
justice aussi bien que de necessite pratique, la Galicie orientale doit 6tre representee 
dans la Diete polonaise, et qu’elle doit y etre representee par des deputes eius 
d’apres les regies memes qui s’appHquent aux elections ayant lieu en Pologne. 

En effet, selon les principes acceptes par toutes les Delegations, la Diete de 
Varsovie aura competence pour lever des impots en Galicie orientale, et pour voter 
beaucoup de lois d’ordres divers qui s’appliqueront ce territoire. La juridiction 
de ia plupart des ddpartements ministdriels de Varsovie s’etendra, dans une 
mesure plus ou moins grande, a la Galicie orientale. Done, a moins que les 
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habitants de cette province n’envoient des deputes a la Diete polonaise, il n’auront 
pas de moyen effectif de faire entendi’e leur voix dans les questions qui sont pour 
eux d’un interet vital. Cette representation doit etre consideree comme un droit 
indispensable qu’on leur accorde plutot que comme un fardeau qu’on leur impose. 

La contre-proposition d’une Delegation tendant a ce que cette question soit 
reglee par un accord conclu de gre a gre entre le Gouvernement polonais et le 
Minist^re de Galicie, sous reserve de la mediation possible de la Societe des 
Nations, prete a de graves objections. 

Le present Traite repose sur I’idee que les questions fondamentales concernant 
les relations entre la Galicie orientale et la Pologne doivent etre reglees par le 
Traite lui-meme. La question de la representation de la Galicie orientale a la 
Diete polonaise est certainement Tune des questions essentielles et il ne semble pas 
qu’il y ait de raison pour regler par un accord ulterieur de gre a gre cette question 
plutot que la plupart des autres questions rentrant dans le cadre de ce Traite. 

Le Gouvernement polonais serait fonde a presenter des objections, meme au 
seul point de vue de la forme, a reventualite de la mediation de la Societe des 
Nations en pareille matiere. Gar pendant la duree du regime provisoire, la Galicie 
orientale ne sera qu’une province partiellement autonome sous la souverainete de 
la Pologne, et il est douteux qu’un Gouvernement quelconque, a Theure actuelle, 
puisse etre amene a demander- que la Soci 6 te des Nations intervienne comme 
m^diatrice entre ses sujets et iui. 

Enfin, aux termes memes du projet de Traite, le Ministere de Galicie orientale 
a sa competence definie par les articles 12 et 22. La question qu’il aurait, d’apres 
la r< 5 daction britannique de Particle 1 6, a trader, sort entierement de sa competence, 
d’od des difBcultes, peut-^tre serieuses, a prevoir, resultant des consequences que 
certains chefs de parti ruthenes pourraient essayer de tirer de cette discordance. 

Opinion de la minorite. — La minorite estime qu’il y a interet a attirer I’attention 
du Gonseil supreme sur le fait que les representants a Paris de la population 
ruthene, qui constitue la majorite de la population de Galicie orientale, se sont 
exprimes dans un sens nettement oppose a toute representation directe a la Diete 
polonaise, representation qui leur semble impliquer I’annexion a la Pologne. 

La Delegation estime, a la lumiere de I’experience des Assemblees legislatives 
oil des minorites de race ont ete representees, qu’une telle representation n’assure 
a la minorite aucune influence effective dans les questions C|ui la concernent et 
n’engendre qu’une obstruction prejudiciable au bonfonctionneinent de PAssemblee. 
Etant donne qu’en ce qui concerne la Galicie orientale la population ruthene 
s ’oppose resolument a une representation directe a la Diete polonaise, la Delega- 
tion estime qu’il n’y aurait aucun avantage a envoyer centre son gre un parti 
nationaliste sieger a Varsovie; cela ne ferait qu’envenimer les relations entre les 
deux races. Il serait infiniment preferable que la question fut differee de six mois 
jusqu’d la reunion de la Diete de Galicie orientale; on pourrait alors elaborer un 
systeine de representation qui recevrait I’assentiment des deux parties. 

La Delegation estime done que cette question, d’une nature particulierement 
compliquee, ne saurait etre tranchee d’une fa^on satisfaisante que par un accord 
conclu sur place entre le Gouvernement polonais et le Ministere de la Galicie 
orientale, en collaboration, si le desir en est Kcprime, avec la Societe des Nations. 

Article Service militaire 

Opinion de la La minorite estime qu’etant donne que la population 

ruthene a resiste pendant six mois par la force des armes a I’occupation polonaise, 
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on ne saurait obliger par la force les habitants de la Galicie orientale a seriir dans 
i’armee polonaise. On pourrait lever un contingent de volontaires sous le controle 
des Poionais pour la defense du territoire. 

Opinion de la majorite. ■ — 7\iissi longtemps que la situation troublee de PEurope 
centrale et orientale rendra le systeme du service obligatoire necessaire dans la 
plupart des pays de cette partie du monde, et etant donne le danger resultant 
specialement de la menace bolcheviste, il semble difficile de refuser en principe au 
Gouvernement poionais le droit d’introduire en Galicie orientale la forme meme 
de service qui existe en Pologne, dans la mesure qu’il trouvera juste et prudente. 
La Galicie orientale jouira de la protection polonaise, et de tons les droits que 
possedent les autres provinces de la Pologne. II semble qu’il serait contraire aux 
notions elementaires de justice de dispenser la Galicie orientale de toute participa- 
tion a sa propre defense et de sa juste part des charges communes. 

Un systeme de volontariat, fonctionnant a Pexclusion de tout autre, ne donnerait 
probablement pas de resultat concret au point de vue des effectifs, et serait 
certainement regarde par les autres populations sujettes de I’l^tat poionais comme 
constituant une faveur absolument injustifiee accordee a la Galicie orientale. 

Jules Gambon. 


No. 62 


H. D. 58 .] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, PichoFs Room at the Quai d'Orsay^ Paris ^ on Monday, 
September 22, igig, at ii.oo am. 


Present: U.S.A. \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secret.a.ry, Mr. H. Norman. 

France : M, Pichon ; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de Saint- 
Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G. Russell. British Empire: Captain 
Plinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: Lieutenant de Carlos. 
Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
f7.6'.T. : General Bliss, Mr. A. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Hon. H. Nicolson, Mr. Carr, 
Lt.-Gol. Kisch. 

France: M. Gambon, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Tardieu, 
M. Hermitte, Colonel Roye. 

Italy: M. Gastoldi, M. Galli, M. Brambilla, M. DelPAbbadessa. 


I. M. Tardieu read the joint proposal of the British and American Repre- 
sentatives upon the Central Territorial Committee, who 
Occupation of Western asked their French and Italian colleagues to agree to 

I brace by Inter- AUted , r - , n .1 jt tut . 

Troops demarcation of the zones 01 Western 1 brace, 

which could be occupied by the Greek Army and by the 
other AlHed Military Forces (see Appendix A^). 

^ Not printed. This appendix contained a French text of the note in appendix B to No. 6 1 , 
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He proposed to alter the last paragraph in the following manner: 

‘The zones of occupation thus fixed do not prejudice in any degree 
attribution of territory either to Greece or to the International State.’ 
This proposition was accepted. 

(It Avas decided to accept the text (see Appendix A)^ as modified.) 


2. M. Gambon said that the Commissions for Polish and Gzecho-Slovak 


Plebiscite in the Duchy 
of Teschen, and in 
the districts of Spiecz 
(Spis) and Orava 


affairs had submitted for the approval of the Council a 
plan for the organization of the plebiscite in the Districts 
of Teschen, Spiecz and Orava. The Commissions were 
unanimous in proposing the addition to Article 4, first 
paragraph, of the following: 


‘and in any event within a maximum period of three months after modi- 
fication of the present decision as foreseen by Article g.’ (See Appendix B.) 


He read a letter which he had received from M. Benes (see Appendix G^) 
asking that the arrangements for the plebiscite include special provisions 
concerning the right of option of the populations in the territory where the 
plebiscite was to be held. The Commission in agreement with the Drafting 
Committee thought that the question raised by M. Benes ought not to be 
dealt with in the draft which was submitted for the approval of the Council. 
It was for the Allied and Associated Powers to enter into such agreements 
with Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia, after the plebiscite had taken place, as 
appeared to them necessary, and to take such steps as they considered 
advisable as regarded the right of option of the population. The Commission 
desired to call attention to the urgent need of sending an Inter-Allied 
Commission, and for Inter- Allied occupation of the country where the 
plebiscite was to take place. 

Sir E. Crowe said that he had no objection to the report of the Commis- 
sion, but he desired to state that the British Military authorities disapproved 
of occupation by small forces from several of the Allied States. They believed 
that it would be far more advantageous, if the powers divided the zones of 
occupation, and each Power were charged with the occupation of a particular 
zone. The question had been discussed by the Chief of the Imperial General 
Staff and by General Weygand. The French Military Representative 
thought that the resolution already taken by the Supreme Council prevented 
discussion of the problem as a whole. Under these circumstances he 
suggested that the Council reconsider its former decision and authorize the 
Military Representatives at Versailles to discuss the matter. It would be 
necessary to give the Military Authorities full latitude. 

General Le Rond said that at the meeting of August 25 between General 
Weygand, representing Marshal Foch, Field-Marshal Sir H. Wilson and 
General Bliss the subject of the organization of the Inter- Allied Armies of 
Occupation had been discussed. The occupation of the Klagenfurt Basin 
and of Thrace had been foreseen, but not the occupation of Teschen. Under 
2 Not printed. 
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these conditions they had estimated that five Divisions would be sufficient. 
The Army of Occupation could be Inter- Allied. The contingents of each of 
the Powers would be autonomous and the Supreme Command designated by 
the Supreme Council. General Weygand, acting for Marshal Foch, had 
maintained that the Allies had a collective responsibility. The occupation 
would be an Inter-Allied occupation everywhere. He had considered the 
political view. For reasons of a practical nature the British Representative on 
the other hand believed that the occupation of a fixed zone should be confided 
to a single power. England would occupy the Balkan [PBaitic] territory, 
France, Upper Silesia, Italy, the Klagenfurt Basin, and America, Dedeagatch. 
He wished to add that, in view of the recent decisions of the Supreme 
Council, the occupation of Klagenfurt and of Dedeagatch no longer entered 
into the question. On the other hand, General Bliss, who was present at the 
Conference, had made no communication exposing the American point of view. 

Sir E. Crowe said that the British Military Authorities felt so strongly 
that they hesitated to send troops to any part of the world, until this principle 
had been settled. 

Mr. Polk asked whether there was any provision in the Treaty on the 
subject of occupation. 

Sir E. Crowe replied that there was no such clause, insofar as Inter- 
Allied occupation was concerned. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the question had been considered by the Military 
Authorities at Versailles. 

Sir E. Crowe said that he believed that the question had not been con- 
sidered. The Military Authorities were not in a position to examine the 
question in view of the previous decision of the Council. 

Mr. Polk said that the question could be referred to the Military Repre- 
sentatives again as an open question for report on the advantages of the two 
systems. 

M. Berthelot said that the Treaty with Germany provided for occupa- 
tion by Inter-Allied Military Forces. There was an obvious necessity. It 
was evident, from what had taken place in Rouraania and Hungary, that a 
single power, which had been in fact only the mouthpiece of the decisions of 
the Council, could be given by public opinion the entire responsibility. It 
was the Conference which took the responsibility and it was therefore 
absolutely necessary that the responsibility should be di\dded, in the same 
manner as the authority. 

Mr. Polk said that he realized that the question had a political impor- 
tance, but in certain cases, and the case of Teschen was one, there was no 
political difficulty to be feared. It was absurd from a practical point of 
view to send a mixed contingent from three different Powers. This entailed 
a special organization for provisioning each contingent and created a com- 
plicated situation. He asked whether it would not be possible for a single 
Power to represent in the District of Teschen. Dantzig would be occupied by 
a naval Power, but on the other hand, the occupation in Silesia would be 
Inter- Allied. 
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M. Berthelot said that he laid great weight on the moral side of the 
question and that to decide that the occupation of a certain territory should 
be entrusted to the troops of a single power was equivalent to creating 
a sphere of influence to the advantage of that Power. The equilibrium 
between the Powers would be far better maintained by a joint occupation. 
He thought that a formula could be found by which the great majority of 
the troops could be furnished by a single Power, and that the other Powers 
would be represented in the Inter-Allied forces by officers. 

Mr. Polk said a result of this nature could be reached. The Inter- Allied 
representation would be assured by delegates of the Powers in the Commis- 
sions for which the Treaty provided. These Commissions would each have 
an escort furnished by their countries; the main part of the forces of occupa- 
tion would remain furnished by a single power. 

General Le Rond said that there was no particular difficulty in the case 
of Teschen. It should be remembered that the District of Teschen was 
adjacent to Upper Silesia, which was to be occupied by two divisions. The 
troops sent to Teschen could easily be rationed from Upper Silesia. 

Mr. Polk said that he believed that Mr. Balfour had never admitted the 
principle of the Inter-Allied occupation of Upper Silesia. 

M. Berthelot said that Mr. Balfour had raised the question, but he had 
never formally pronounced himself against Inter- Allied occupation. He (M. 
Berthelot) wished to again emphasize the importance of not creating a 
sphere of influence or zones of action in which one Power was particularly 
interested. 

Sir E. Crowe said that he agreed on this point, but he wished to add that 
the zones of occupation were under the authority of Inter-Allied Commis- 
sions. It was these Commissions which were responsible ; the troops placed 
at their disposal were only police forces. The principle of joint responsibility 
was clearly safeguarded. 

M. Berthelot said that so far as Upper Silesia was concerned the treaty- 
called for Inter- Allied occupation. If this occupation were confided to the 
troops of a single Power, there was a danger that the Germans would have 
cause for complaint. In addition, the Supreme Council had taken a definite 
resolution on this subject on 8th August. 3 It had specified at that time that 
Marshal Foch, in agreement with the Allied General Staffs should w'eigh, 
on the one hand, the advantage to be gained by representation by all the 
Allies in all the forces of occupation, and, on the other, the disadvantages 
which might result both from eventual differences between soldiers of Allied 
contingents as well as from difficulties in connection with the provisioning of 
each force. Marshal Foch was to present a report on the subject to the 
Supreme Council. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the report had been sent. 

M. Berthelot replied that it had been sent and distributed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the date of the report was a matter of impor- 
tance. He asked whether the force, whose organization had been discussed 
3 See No. 31, minute 7. 
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at that time, had not been intended, not for the mere occupation of Upper 
Silesia, but for the purpose of driving out the Germans. 

M. Berthelot said that it was a question of the Peace Treaty. 

General Le Rond said that it was agreed that the total strength should be 
two divisions (four brigades), and that each of the Powers was to furnish a 
brigade. Each brigade would be assigned to a special sector. The practical 
difficulties which might arise would therefore be less difficult to deal with. In 
addition, the Allied and Associated Powers would be complying with the terms 
of the Treaty and the principle of joint responsibility would be safeguarded. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Treaty with Germany provided for the 
occupation of Upper Silesia by troops of the Allied and Associated Powers, 
but that that did not necessarily mean by troops of all the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers. The troops of a single Power could in fact act as the troops of 
the Allied and Associated Powers. 

M. Berthelot said that to admit this would be to put the text of the 
treaty on the rack. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not agree, nor did he see why it would 
not be necessary to send Japanese troops as well. 

General Le Rond said that Japan was not represented on the Commission 
for the occupation of Upper Silesia. 

M. PiGHON said that the appendix to Article 88 of the Treaty of Peace 
provided that Japan should not be represented on this Commission. It 
might be possible to refer the question again to the military representatives 
at Versailles pointing out to them that they should take note both of the 
text of the Treaty, which could not be changed, and of the views of the 
British delegation. 

M. Berthelot said that in the meeting of the Supreme Council of August 
8th3, Mr. Balfour had not opposed the system of Inter-Allied occupation. 
He had merely pointed out the difficulties of provisioning an Inter-Allied 
force and proposed that the General Staffs study a system of compensation 
by which England, for example, could furnish a larger portion of the Inter- 
Allied contingent along the coast, and a smaller one in Upper Silesia. The 
total strength of the force furnished by each of the Allies would remain the 
same. It was only the redistribution in the zones of occupation which would 
change. He wished to repeat that it was most important not to put the 
material and political question on the same footing and that the difficulties 
ought not be exaggerated. The political question was of extreme importance. 
It was necessary that the responsibility should be supported equally by ail 
and that no spheres of influence, where one nation would benefit more than 
another, should be created. There were possibly districts where the diffi- 
culties, as well as the possible advantages, were greater than in others, and 
it was not possible to admit the principle that a single nation should be in 
occupation there. As far as the material question was concerned, he thought 
that it could be solved without much difficulty. As an example, where 
difficulties and responsibility had fallen upon a single Power he wished to 
cite the example of Bulgaria. The French had acted as a police force of the 
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Allies and they were the only ones who had incurred expense and burdens. 
England had expressed the intention of coming to the assistance of FrancCj 
but France had received nothing beyond the offer of forty Hindu soldiers. 
He understood that so far as the United States was concerned, there were 
serious moral and material difficulties, but he believed strongly that it was 
advisable for the Great Powers to be together in the same zones. 

M. Gambon said that it was important to remember that in the eyes of the 
people the International Commissions did not count and that it was the 
military command, and that only which in their eyes was responsible. He 
wished to recall to Sir Eyre Crowe’s mind, without any intention to criticize, 
an incident in history. In a certain century a distinguished prisoner had 
been placed under the surveillance of an Inter- Allied Commission, in which 
even France was represented, but it was England which was charged with 
the custody of the prisoner and it was England which bore the weight of the 
responsibility. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the two cases were not quite the same, for here 
the Council was dealing with a part of Germany. He understood in regard 
to the question before the Council that the military representatives at 
Versailles were limited by a decision of the Supreme Council. If the question 
were again referred to Versailles, no result would be reached unless the 
former resolution of the Council were modified. It was necessary to authorize 
the military representatives to study the matter as an open question and to 
ask them to make a report. 

M. Berthelot agreed, but said that the question of principle would first 
have to be regulated. The military representatives at Versailles were not in 
position to decide. It was for the Supreme Council to give instructions when 
a decision had been made as to whether or not the occupation was to be 
Iriter-AlHed, the contingents from the various powers being proportioned 
according to some system to be devised. 

M. PiCHON said that the Versailles Council had never studied this question. 
The subject had been examined in a special conference between General Wey- 
gand, representing Marshal Foch, Field-Marshal [Sir] H. Wilson and General 
Bliss. He suggested that no decision be taken until Sir Eyre Crowe had had 
an opportunity of consulting his Government and receiving new instructions. 

(It was decided: 

(1) to accept the j oint report of the Polish and Czecho-Slovak Commissions 

in regard to the plebiscite in the Duchy of Tesclien, and in the 
districts of Spis and Orava ; 

(2) to add at the end of the first paragraph of article 4, respecting the 

plebiscite at Teschen, the foUowing: 

‘ (within the shortest possible time . . .) and, in any event, within 
a maximum period of three months after notification of the presenl; 
decision as foreseen by Article 9 ’ ; 

(3) that the members of the Inter- Allied Commission charged wdth 

organizing the plebiscite should not be chosen from among the 
meniljers of the Inter- Allied Commission now' at Teschen ; 
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(4) that members of the Inter- Allied Commission be nominated as soon 
as possible, with the reservation that the American representatives 
would only participate nnofficialiy until the Treaty was ratified by 
the United States Senate.) 

3- 

Alkwamemorlrne,. [Not printed] 

Allied Commission of 
Control in Germany 

4. M. SciALOjA said that it had been announced that French troops would 

evacuate Koritza at the end of the month of September. There 
^ori^aT' serious inconveniences, unless this city were occupied 

French triops departure of the French troops. 

M. PiGHON said that the evacuation had been decided upon, 
but that no date had been fixed, and that for this reason it was not necessary 
for the Council to discuss the question. 

5. M. Berthelot said that M. Benes was most anxious that the question of 

the repatriation of Czech troops in Siberia should be finally 
cfechoTlovak settled. He was leaving on that day. The question was an 
troops from Siberia i^poi^taiit one for if the state of things existing was allowed 
to continue Bolshevilc propaganda would make headway 
among these troops. Public opinion in Czecho-Slovakia attached great 
importance to the repatriation of the troops in question. There were a 
number of difficulties, but if the repatriation could be begun it would have 
a very good effect. The Czechs were endeavouring to obtain the necessary 
tonnage from Japan, but they were in doubt as to whether they would be 
able to succeed. On the other hand, they did not have the means of making 
payment at Vladivostock to cover the cost of transportation of these troops. 
They had asked the British government to advance the amount necessary, 
just as France had advanced the cost of the maintenance of these troops in 
Siberia. It was for Great Britain and the United States to regulate the 
question of tonnage. M. Benes did not ask for a definite reply. It would 
be suffi-cient if he could be told that the subject was being favourably con- 
sidered by the two Governments. 

Mr. Polk said that he was not able to give a definite reply on that day. 
He had suggested to Washington that the American Government undertake 
a third of the expenses of repatriation, the two thirds being paid by Great 
Britain and France. In regard to ships, there were the German ships which 
had been used for the repatriation of American troops. The use to which 
these ships could now be put would have to be decided by the Supreme 
Economic Council, or by the Maritime Transport Council at London. He 
felt that the United States had a great responsibility, and he would do every- 
thing on his part to secure a solution of the matter which would satisfy the 
.Czechs. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Government would advance the 
money necessary for the cost of repatriation by sea. The British Government 
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had accepted the principle and there were only questions of detail to be 
settled. 

M. Berthelot suggested that in- view of the political importance of the 
question. Sir Eyre Crowe should point out to his Government the importance 
of bringing the matter to the attention of the Maritime Transport Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was somewhat delicate. The 
French and British Governments had not come to an agreement as to the 
use to which the ships which had become available should be put. 

M. Berthelot said that in view of the importance of the political interests 
at stake, he did not doubt but that the French Government would make 
every effort to reach a solution which would make it possible to give the 
Czechs satisfaction. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Government shared this view. 

Mr. Polk said that he would not cease to emphasize the political impor- 
tance of the question. 

6. M. PiCHON said that the declaration by [? which] the Allied and Asso- 
German reply in ciated Governments had required of the German Govern- 
regard to Article ment in regard to Article 6i of the German Constitution'^ 
6i of the German would be signed that afternoon at Versailles, at four o’clock. 
Constitution (The Meeting then adjourned.) 


II 


Appendix B to No. 62 

ly septembre igig. 

Les Etats-Unis d’Amerique, I’Empire Britannique, la France, I’ltalie et le Japon, 
Pi'incipales Puissances alliees et associees, 

Soucieux de placer le duche de Teschen et les territoires de Spisz et d’Orava, 
tels qu’ils sont delimites ci-apres, sous une souverainete conforme au voeu des 
habitants; 

Ont resolu d’y proc^der a une consultation populaire presentant toutes les 
garanties necessaires de loyaute et de sincerite; 

Et ont decide ce qui suit: 

I. Dans le territoire constituant au avril 1914 le duche de Teschen et dans 
les territoires de Spisz et d’Orava, tels qu’ils sont delimites ci-apres, les habitants 
seront appeles a designer par voie de suffrage s’ils desirent etre rattaches a la 
Pologne ou a I’Etat tcheco-slovaque. 

1° Region de Spisz. 

a) Toutes les communes du district politique de Starawies (Szepesofaiu ou 
Altendorf), 

b) Les communes de la partie du district de Kesmark (Kiez Mark) qui se 
trouvent au Nord-Ouest de ia'iigne de partage des eaux entre les ’bassins de la 
Dunajec et du Poprad, y compris les communes dont le territoire est traverse par 
cette ligne. 

2° Region d^Orava. 

Toutes les communes des districts politiques de Trsztena (Trzeiana) et de 
Nameszto (Namiestow). 

: ^ See No. 56, appendix B (document 2). 
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II. Les territoires, vises au paragraphe I, seront places sous i’autorite d’une 
Commission iriternationale chargee d’en assurer provisoirement i’administration 
impartiale et d’y organiser le plebiscite, 

Ges territoires, a ia date fixee par la Commission, seront evacues par les troupes 
polonaises et tcheco-slovaques qui s’y ti'ouveraient et seront occupes, en tout ou 
en partie, par les troupes des Principales Puissances alliees et associees. 

La Commission aura son siege a Teschen et sera composee des represen tants des 
Principales Puissances alliees et associees, a raison d’un representant par Puissance. 

Ses decisions sont prises a la major! te des voix, celle do President qu’elle nom- 
mera etant preponderante en cas de partage. 

Les Gouvernements polonais et tcheco-slovaque sont pries de designer chacun 
un representant a titre consultatif aupres de cette Commission. 

La Commission aura pieins pouvoirs pour statuer sur toutes les questions aux“ 
quelies I’execution de la presente decision pourra donner lieu. Elle se fera assister 
de conseiilers techniques choisis par elle parmi la population locale. 

III. La Commission aura tons les pouvoirs necessaires pour lui permettre 
d’ assurer le maintien de I’ordre public et Padministration reguliere du pays. Elle 
disposera, a cet effet, des troupes d’occupation et, si elle le juge utile, d’une police 
I'ecrutee parmi les habitants originaii'es du pays. 

II sera de la competence de la Commission d ’interpreter elle-meme les pouvoirs 
qui lui sont ainsi confies et de determiner dans quelle mesure elle les exercera et 
dans quelle mesure ces pouvoirs seront laisses aux mains des autoiites locales 
existantes. 

IV. La Commission organisera le plebiscite en se conformant aux dispositions 
de la presente decision et y fera proceder dans le plus bref delai possible. 

Elle devra prendre toutes les mesures propres a assurer la liberte, la .sincerity et 
le secret du vote. Elle pourra notamment prononcer I’expulsion de tout agitateur 
ou de toute personne qui aura, d’une fagon quelconque, tente de fausser le resultat 
du plebiscite par des manceiivres de corruption ou d ’intimidation. 

V. Le droit de suffrage sera accorde a toutes personnes, sans distinction de sexe, 
satisfaisant aux conditions suivantes: 

a) Avoir eu vingt ans revolus au Janvier 1919; 

b) Avoir son domicile ou I’indigenat (Heimatsrecht) dans la region soumise au 
plebiscite, depuis une date anterieure au aout 1914; 

Les personnes exergant une fonction publique ou ayant, comme fonctionnaire, 
acquis I’indigenat, ne seront pas admises a voter. 

Les personnes condamnees pour deiit politique anterieurement au 3 novembre 
igi8 pouiTont etre mises a meme d’exercer leur droit de vote, 

Chacun votera dans la commune 011 il est domicilie ou dans laquelle il a I’indi- 
genat. 

Le resultat du vote sera determine par conimune, d’apres la majorite des votes 
dans chaque commune. 

VI. A la cloture du vote, le nombre des voix dans chaque commune sera 
communique par la Commission aux Principales Puissances alliees et associees, 
en meme temps qu’un rapport detailie sur les operations du vote et qu’une proposi- 
tion sur le trace c|ui devrait etre adopte comme frontiere entre la Pologne et i’fitat 
tcheco-slovaque, en tenant compte du vceu exprime par les habitants ainsi que de 
la situation geographique et economique des localites. 

La Commission devra, en outre, faire connaitre aux Principales Puissances alliees 
et associees ies termes, dans lesquels un accord economique entre la Pologne et 
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rfitat tclieco-slovaque devrait desormais assurer a ces deux pays les communica- 
tions et la fourniture du charbon au mieux de leurs interets respectifs® 

VII. Aussitot qiie la ligne frontiere aura ete fixee par les Principales Puissances 
alliees et associees, celies-ci notifiei'ont a la Pologne ou a I’Etat tcheco-slovaque, 
selon le cas, que leurs autorites ont a prendre radministration du territoire qui 
serait reconnu comme devant etre polonais ou tch^co-slovaque ; lesdites autorites 
devront y proceder dans le courant du mois qui suivra cette notification, de la 
maniere prescrite par les Principales Puissances alliees et associees. 

Des que Fadministration du pays aura ete ainsi assur^e par les autorites polonaise.? 
ou tcheco-slovaques, selon le cas, les pouvoirs de la Commission prendront fin. 

VIII. Les frais de Farmee d’occupation et les depenses de la Commission, tant 
pour son fonctionnement que pour Fadministration de la zone, seront supportes 
par la Pologne et I’Ltat tcheco-slovaque proportionnellement a Fetendue des 
territoires qui, k la suite du plebiscite, seront reconnus comme devant etre places 
sous la souverainete polonaise ou tcheco-slovaque; la repartition en sera faite par 
la Commission. 

IX. La presente decision sera notifiee dans la huitaine au Gouvernement 
polonais et au Gouvernement tcheco-slovaque par les soins du Gouvernement de 
la Republique franqaise. 

Fait k Paris, le 1919.® 

s Thus in original. 

No, 63 

D. 59.] }fotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Qiiai d’Orsajp, Paris, on Tuesday, 
September 2j, igig, at ii.oo am. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F, L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison, 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de St. 
Quentin. 

Italy: M. Sciaioja; secretary, M, Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: 6 ^. 6 '.y 4 . : Captain Chapin. British Empire: Cz.-pX.2im. 
Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi, 

Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

The follov/ing were also present for the items in which they were conceimed : — 

U.S.A.: Mr. A. W.HuHes. 

British Empire: Mr. Carr, Hon. H. Nicolson, Lt.-Gol. Kisch. 

France: M. Gambon, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Hermit [tje. 
Colonel Roy e. 

M. Galii, M. Brambilla, 

I. Mr. Polk said that he wished to draw the attention of the Council to a 
^ matter of extreme importance before the order of the day should be 

Mip taken up. _ : 

At the time of the Armistice the German Government had been 
in possession of fourteen oil tank ships which had not been disposed of under 
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the terms of the armistice. At a conference in Brussels in March, 1919, the 
Germans had asked to be allowed to retain these ships on account of the 
pressing need for oil existing in their country. It had been agreed that they 
should be allowed to keep them. Simultaneously the Supreme Council had 
agreed that Germany should be allowed to receive shipments of oil and for 
that purpose to retain the fourteen ships. Later, when the question of the 
reparations to be made for the scuttling of the German fleet at Scapa Flow 
had arisen, the question of the fourteen ships had again been raised. At this 
time also the Germans were allowed to retain them. These ships had been 
prepared for use and were to be sent to the United States for transport of oil, 
the delivery of which had been contracted for and partly paid. On August 
15th Admiral Charlton, President of the Interallied Naval Armistice Com- 
mission, had directed that these ships be delivered to the Firth of Forth to be 
placed under the jurisdiction of the Interallied Maritime Transport Council. 
Some time about September ist the American representative on the Inter- 
allied Naval Armistice Commission had protested against this deliver)'-, and 
the question had been raised at a meeting of the Interallied Maritime 
Transport Council. The American representative had urged that the 
Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers was alone competent 
to deal with this question, but his protests had not been heeded. At the 
meeting of the Supreme Economic Council held at Brussels on September 
20th the question of the disposition of these ships had been raised. He had 
sent a telegram to the Council, asking them to delay action on the matter, 
but this wire had not been received and presumably had been lost in trans- 
mission. 

The Supreme Economic Council, on which the United States was not 
represented, had upheld the decision of the Interallied Maritime Transport 
Council and had ordered the ships to be delivered to the Firth of Forth. 
The American Government believed that this constituted a breach of the 
agreement made with Germany and, furthermore, that neither the Inter- 
allied Maritime Transport Council nor the Supreme Economic Council 
had jurisdiction in the matter. The Supreme Council alone was the body 
competent to decide on the disposition of the ships and he urged that instruc- 
tions be given that the order of the Supreme Economic Council be held in 
abeyance pending the decision on the question by the Supreme Council. 

M. Berthelot said that he had been present on the previous evening at 
a meeting v/hich had taken place at M. Glemenceau’s room, at which M. 
Berenger, who was one of the representatives of the French Government at 
the meeting in Brussels on September 20th, had made a report on the matters 
discussed at this meeting. In the light of M. Berenger’s statements it was 
clear that he was not aware of the points which had been raised by Mr. 
Polk. He had gathered the impression from the conversation that there was 
disagreement between the British and French Governments on the subject 
of the disposition of the tank ships, but he wished to add that he was not 
cognizant of the matter which Mr. Polk had presented to the Council. 

Mr. Polk said that it was necessary to stop delivery of these ships being 
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made from Hamburg until the Council had arrived at a decision in the 
matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was not familiar with all the aspects of the 
question, and that he would have to consult his government. 

Mr. Polk said that an order of the Supreme Economic Council had 
actually been given in the matter and that it would be necessary to suspend 
the execution of this order until a decision had been reached. 

M. Berthelot said that he believed the action would be taken in London, 
and it was therefore necessary to advise the authorities in that place. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the matter seemed to him slightly involved. 
There had been so many bodies which had dealt with this question that it 
was not exactly clear to which body the order should be sent. 

Mr. Polk said that to make sure the order should be sent to every body 
which had dealt with the question. 

M. PiGHON said that he was in favour of having the order for the delivery 
of the ships held in suspense until the matter had been decided upon by the 
Supreme Council. He pointed out, however, that the holding up of this 
order did not affect the question of the final distribution of the ships. 

Mr. Polk said that this was also his understanding of the matter. The 
United States had not been represented on the Supreme Economic Council. 
The Interallied Maritime Transport Council had felt that it had no authority 
to order the deliveiy of the ships and had consequently referred the matter 
to the Supreme Economic Council, despite the protest made by the United 
States. The Economic Council had taken jurisdiction of the matter and had 
given the orders for the delivery of the ships to the Firth of Forth. It was to 
this body that the resolution of the Council should be sent without delay. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would notify the authorities in London in 
any case. 

(It was decided that the fourteen, oil tank ships, which G ermany had been 
allowed to retain at the time of the armistice, should not be delivered to 
the Allies until such time as the Supreme Council has agreed upon their 
ultimate disposition.) 

(It was further decided that the Supreme Economic Council, which had 
given the orders for the delivery of the ships in question, should be 
instructed to take immediately the necessary steps to cancel these orders.) 

2. Sir Eyre Crowe said diat in paragraph three of the resolution, taken by 
the Supreme Council on the previous day, (h. d. 58b Minute 2), 
Teschm thought that a slight error had occurred. This paragraph, which 
read as follows : 

‘That the members of the Interallied Commission, charged with organiz- 

ing the plebiscite, should not be chosen from among the members of the 

Interallied Commission now at Teschen,’ 
had appeared in the report submitted by the joint Gzecho-SIovak-Polish 
Commission as a mere expression of opinion of that body. 

* No. 62. 
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He did not understand that the Commission had taken a definite resolution 
on this point and he did not wish to criticise it as a decision. He was not in a 
position to agree that it should be carried out, but would be obliged to refer to 
his government. It was possible that sufficient personnel might not be found 
to send a different British representation for the Plebiscite Commission than 
that of the Interallied Commission now at Teschen. He thought it would be 
well for each government to have free hand in the matter of this resolution. 

M. Laroche said that at the meeting of the Joint Gzecho-Slovak and 
Polish Commission on September loth Colonel Kisch, the British representa- 
tive, had suggested that the Interallied Commission actually at Teschen 
should be reinforced with additional members for the purpose of supervising 
the plebiscite. 

He, M. Laroche, had answered that the Commission now at Teschen 
should be completely withdrawn and a new Commission sent there for the 
purpose of the plebiscite. His reasons in so urging were that the commission 
at present in Teschen had been there for such a long time, and had been so 
mixed up in local quarrels and difficulties that it was possible it would not 
have sufficient prestige to carry into effect its orders regarding the plebiscite. 
Colonel Kisch had agreed with this opinion. This agreement had enabled 
M. Cambon to state that even though no decision had been taken by the 
Commission on the point, this body was strongly in favour of the paragraph 
referred to by Sir Eyre Crowe. 

M. Cambon said that he was all the more determined to maintain his 
recommendation of the previous day for the reason that two letters had been 
received in the interval; one was from M. Paderewski and the other from 
M. Benes. M. Benes had said that the Czecho-Siovak Government could 
not agree to the continuation in power of the present Commission at Teschen, 
because of the numerous complaints which had been received against that 
body, as well as the complaints which it had made against the local authori- 
ties. It was highly desirable that a new Commission should be installed for 
the purpose of the plebiscite. M. Paderewski, in a letter written to M. 
Clemenceau, had spoken of the warlike atmosphere which existed through- 
out Upper Silesia and which necessitated a military intervention. He 
earnestly requested the immediate organization of a commission to carry 
out the plebiscite in that region, and further stated that such a body should 
send an appreciable number of officers ahead as an advance detachment. 
In this instance both the Czecho-Slovaks and Poles were in accoi'd, and 
the Council should conform to their desires and send a new Commission 
there immediately. 

M. PiGHON said he understood that Sir Eyre Crowe would recommend 
this proposition to his government. 

Mr. Polk said that, in order to spare the feelings of the present members 
of the Commission in Teschen, it would be as well that the matter should 
appear in the form of a recommendation of the Czecho-Slovak-Polish 
Commission, rather than a resolution of the Council. 

(It was decided that the third paragraph of the resolution taken by the 
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Council, on. tlie previous day (h. d. 58^, Minute 2) be amended to read as 
follows: 

‘ 3. That it was preferable that the members of the Interalied Commis- 
sion charged with organizing the plebiscite should not be chosen, from 
among the members of the Interallied Commission now at Teschen.’) 

!««/«■ [Not printed] 

ihe Interallied Commis- 
sions of Control 

4. M. PiGHON said that each delegation had received copies of the telegrams 
sent by Sir George Clerk and that it might be well to await 
Situation in Hun- the return of the latter to Paris before discussing the informa- 
gary. Telegrams contained in his telegrams. 

from Sir George 

Clerk (The Council had before it the telegrams from Sir 

George Clerk, dated Sept. i6th and 19th. — See Appen- 
dices A, B, and G.) 

M. Berthelot said that he had been instructed by M. Clemenceau to 
inform the Council that he, M. Clemenceau, considered M. Bratiano’s 
answer, as expressed in Sir George Clerk’s telegrams, as conciliatory. 

This opinion was further strengthened by the fact that the Roumanian 
Government had made several proposals seeking to conciliate their position 
with the demands made by the Council. Colonel Antonesco had arrived 
in Paris to settle the military questions with the Council. In addition, 
M. Bratiano had stated that he was prepared to release the material for the 
reconstruction of the bridge across the Save River, which he had held up 
pending the return by the Serbians of the material which they had removed 
from the Banat. Furthermore, in order to avoid being charged with stirring 
up Bolshevism in Hungary, and for the purpose of assisting the Hungarians 
to form a police force, the Roumanian Government was prepared, on with- 
drawing its forces from Hungary, to leave one division in Budapest under 
the command of the senior Allied General in that city. This measure would 
be for the purpose of maintaining order until the Hungarians were in a 
situation to guarantee it. Lastly, M. Bratiano was prepared to furnish a list 
of the requisitions made by the Roumanians in Hungary and agreed that 
these should be thrown into the general pool for the purpose of the repara- 
tions to all the Allies. 

In view of the conciliatory nature of these proposals, M. Clemenceau had 
believed that the delivery of arms and munitions to the Roumanian Govern- 
ment, agreed upon with the French in; 1917, which had been temporarily 
held up, should be resumed. He had accordingly given orders that these 
shipments be resumed. 

Mr. Polk said that he was somewhat surprised that M. Clemenceau had 
taken this responsibility alone, as the decision to stop all shipments of material 
to Roumania had been taken by the Five Powers constituting the Council. 
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M. Berthelot said that he had not understood that the Council had 
reached a decision on this matter. He believed that M. Glemenceau had 
simply made an offer to suspend the French shipments, which were being 
made in execution of a contract entered into in 1917, and that this offer had 
been accepted by the Council. In addition, M. Bratiano had given the 
impression that France alone had suspended its shipments, for the British 
Government was actually negotiating with the Roumanians for the delivery 
of naval material and the transport of Roumanian material from Archangel. 
Italy was also in the process of establishing an economic agreement with 
Roumania. 

Mr. Polk said that on August 25 (see h. d. 38^, Minute 3) the Council 
had taken a formal resolution to suspend shipments of material of all kind 
to the Roumanian Government. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk had telegraphed to the 
effect that the shipments of British war material to Roumania had been 
stopped by virtue of the resolution of the Council referred to by Mr. Polk. 
The former had recommended, however, that, if the answer of the Rouma- 
nian Government was considered satisfactory by the Council the embargo on 
the shipments should be raised. 

M. Berthelot admitted that there had been a resolution which had 
slipped his memory for the time being, and that this placed a different aspect 
on the situation. 

M. PiGHON suggested that the Council would do well to await the arrival 
of Sir George Clerk. 

Mr. Polk agreed with M. Pichon, but drew attention again to the fact 
that the French Government had issued orders to recommence its shipments. 
He said that this placed him in an embarrassing position as he had stopped 
all American shipments immediately after the resolution referred to had 
been passed. It was extremely necessary for all the Allies to act together in 
this matter. M. Bratiano and his representatives had promised much, but 
up to the present had done nothing. In the communication made to Sir 
George Clerk on the subject of requisitions, the Roumanians had distinctly 
reserved everything which they had taken during the fighting. This reserva- 
tion might be extended to include everything which they had removed from 
Budapest, They also said that they would retain all material which had 
formerly belonged to them. The Allied Generals in Budapest were in an 
undignified position, and he could not agree with his colleagues that the 
Roumanian answer was conciliatory. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said it would be well to adjourn the matter pending the 
return of Sir George Clerk. He had received information by telegram to the 
effect that the Roumanians had made exorbitant requisitions in Hungary 
and that the actual situation in Budapest was very different from that which 
the Roumanians themselves described. 

M. Berthelot said that it would not be difficult to suspend the order 
given by the French Government to continue the shipments to Roumania, 

2 isfo. 42. 
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Mr. Polk said it would be better that this should be done. 

(It was decided that the resolution of the Council of August 25 (h. d. 38-, 
Minute 3) be upheld, and that no shipments of material to Roumania 
should be authorized at the present time. 

It was further decided to adjourn the discussion of the question of 
Roumania until the arrival of Sir George Clerk from Bucharest.) 

5. (At this point M. Paderewski entered the room.) 

M. Paderewski said that the Polish Government had 
studied the question of Eastern Galicia, on which the Council 
on question 0/ deliberated. In this matter it had been guided not only 

.Eastern Galicia by reasons of State, but also by the sincere desire to ascertain 
in what measure the provisions of the Polish Commission had 
carried out the wishes of the Supreme Council. He had consulted the 
Parliamentary Commissions of the Polish National Assembly, and numerous 
delegates from the people of all parts of the countiy, and also the Ruthenians, 
and he was sorry to inform the Council that the results had not been satis- 
factory. Galicia was one of the regions which had been greatly devastated, 
and more civilians had been killed therein than in any other country. Since 
the armistice a civil war had deluged Poland with blood and the Ukrainians, 
led by the Germans, had carried havoc into the country. At the moment 
when the Allies were silencing the German guns on the Western Front, the 
Germans had been in process of devastating Poland and Galicia. 

Moved by the sufferings of these people the Peace Conference had en- 
deavoured to establish order, security, and justice in Galicia, and had, 
therefore wished to grant autonomy to that country. He pointed out, how- 
ever, that Poland itself had already granted autonomy to Galicia, by virtue 
of the Polish Diet. As this was the case, and the province in question had 
been completely restored to order, Poland was at a loss to understand the 
decision taken by the Peace Conference. 

It was not easy for him to translate the feelings of a multitude of people, 
but intense pain had been caused to Poland by the rigour of the Council’s 
decision to cut out of its body politic a province which had been a part of 
Poland since the 14th century. He realized that his country was too weak 
to enforce its historic rights. Poland once extended from the Baltic to the 
Danube, from the Elbe to the Dnieper, but it was not the wish of that 
country to claim Moravia and Slovakia from its good neighbours the Czecho- 
slovaks, 

Poland’s rights to Galicia were not based upon past history, but upon the 
present and future. It was not a correct statement that only the urban 
population in Eastern Galicia was Polish and that the rural population was 
Ruthene. The population of the rural districts was largely Polish and in 
certain regions the proportion was as high as 50 per cent. At the time of 
the Austrian domination, 85 per cent of the direct taxes in Eastern Galicia 
had been paid by Poles. Poland, while not basing its claims on the past, 
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was obliged to insist upon the present, as its national existence was at 
stake. 

The city of Danzig, and the railway line leading from Warsaw there, an 
essential outlet for the Polish State, had been denied to Poland on the ques- 
tion of nationality because the population was largely German. On the 
other hand in Upper Silesia, on the request of the Germans, a defeated 
enemy power, a plebiscite had been granted — in a region which was essenti- 
ally Polish, as admitted by the Germans themselves. And now Poland was 
faced with the loss of Lemberg, the population of which was 85 per cent 
Polish, for the temporary regime proposed for Galicia meant a certain loss 
of that country. 

This temporary regime proposed by the Council brought joy to the hearts 
of the Germans. Instead of law and order existing in the country, its results 
would be continual conflicts of all kinds. A permanent electoral campaign 
would be carried on. German agents, the very men who had killed Polish 
women and children, would constitute the members of the Galician Diet. 
The temporary regime furthermore, from an economic point of view, would 
prevent the exploitation of Polish resources in Galicia, especially in the oil 
districts where much Allied capital had been invested. It would be Poland’s 
duty to furnish the help necessary for the reconstruction of the country. If 
at the end of the temporary period provided for Galicia be snatched from 
Poland, from what source would Poland draw its reimbursement? 

He further pointed out that neither Admiral Koltchak, as representing 
Russia, nor General Petlioura, as representing the Ukraine, disputed 
Poland’s just claims to Eastern Galicia. He had only heard of the proposed 
Treaty by rumours as he had not seen the proposed text of the document. 
He believed, however, that it comprised three clauses which were extremely 
prejudicial to Polish interests. 

These were; First, the entrusting of the agrarian reform to the Galician 
diet; second, the fact that Galicia was not to be represented in the Polish 
diet ; and lastly that the inhabitants of Galicia were not to be submitted to 
the compulsory military service of Poland. 

On the first point he said that the Polish Government alone should be 
entrusted with the agrarian reforms in Galicia, as otherwise the Galician 
diet, inspired by German influence, would only look to the despoiling of their 
Polish neighbours. 

On the second point he felt that it was impossible that two million Poles 
living in Eastern Galicia should not have a voice in the Diet at Warsaw. 

As regards military service it would not be just to accord the Galicians all 
the rights and privileges of the Polish government without subjecting them 
to its obligations. 

The general scheme of the Treaty seemed to him to be to detach Galicia 
from Poland at the earliest possible moment. The temporary regime pro- 
vided for meant the loss of Lemberg and all Eastern Galicia, a loss which 
Poland could not endure and survive. Poland would never forgive its 
delegates to the Conference should it lose Eastern Galicia. It was obliged 
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to defend this territory as it would defend its own body. Galicia had given 
poets, heroes and statesmen to Poland. He entreated the Council not to 
impose on Poland the temporary regime for Eastern Galicia provided by the 
Treaty. He asked that the treaty be not upheld, if the Council desired to see 
a firm allied state in Central Europe. 

In conclusion lie asked that Galicia be granted to Poland and promised 
that the latter would govern it in the interests of humanity and justice, and 
that no complaints, except from the German interests, would be heard. 

6. Mr. Folk suggested that the Council was not making much progress 
with the agenda at each of its meetings. He therefore suggested 
^Iie^Comdl meetings should take place earlier in the day, or twice a 

day, or that Committees may be made use of to a greater extent. 
In addition, he proposed that where unanimity had been reached upon a 
question in the discussions of any Commission, this matter be placed at the 
head of the agenda each day and the reading of the report of the Commission 
be omitted. 

M. PicHON said that he and M. Glemenceau would be unable to attend 
meetings of the Council in the afternoon as they were both engaged at the 
French Chamber. 

(After some further discussion, it was decided; 

( 1 ) that the meetings of the Council should take place at 10.30 o’clock each 

morning. 

(2) that matters upon which unanimous decisions had been reached at the 

Commission hearings, should be placed at the head of the agenda 
for each day and the reading of the Commission’s report thereon be 
omitted.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H 6 tel de Crillon, Paris, 

September S3, igig. 

Appendix A TO No. 63 

Decypher of telegram, from General Bandholtz, Bucharest, transmitted from United 
States Signal Corps, Paris. 

D. September 16, 1919. R. 10. 20. September 19, 1919. 

[?N]o. 74, Following from Bucharest; request transmission to Supreme Council : — 
JYo. js (P). 

I arrived at Bucharest Thursday September i ith but owing to Ministerial crisis 
and absence of Ministers, summoned by the King to Sinaia, was unable to transmit 
communication on that day. 

Mr. Bratiano resigned from Office on the morning of September i2th but told 
me that he would continue to direct affairs until his successor wf'as appointed and 
that he considered it incumbent on him to do all in his power to hasten an agree- 
ment wdth the Supreme Council although he lio longer held political position 
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qualifying him to give formal and final I’eply to the Note from the Supreme 
Council. 

I accordingly delivered the Note and copies of the previous telegrams to Mr. 
Bratiano at the same time explaining my position as defined in my instructions 
from M. Glemenceau. I also assured Mr. Bratiano of the desire of the Supreme 
Council to reach friendly understanding and cordial co-operation with the 
Roumanian Government, 

This morning Mr. Bratiano gave me a summary of his views on |he Note. His 
Excellency said that some of it both in form and substance (Fren.ch.~fofid) seemed 
to him unjust to Roumanian Government and founded on evidence that required 
corroboration ; if it lay with him to give a formal reply he would be obliged to 
refer to points which did not correspond to the situation of Roumania and which 
misrepresented her actions. It was not, however, under such a discussion that he 
intended to set forth his conclusions for he neither wished nor intended to say any- 
thing that might further embitter the situation as he was most anxious to re-establish 
relations of mutual and friendly confidence, Roumania had always realised 
(? ‘importance oP omitted) good r-elations with Allies and had never intended 
to depart from them. Isolated acts of abuse might have occurred during the 
Roumanian advance as happened in every similar case, but they were entirely 
against Mr. Bratiano’s policy and instructions, and, where proved, would be 
punished. Roumania most of all of the Allies rec|uired settled and prosperous 
Hungary on her frontiers and self-interest alone urged moderation. 

As regards requisitions Mr. Bratiano gave me an explanation which I am send- 
ing in separate telegram. He added that Colonel Antonesco, D.M.O., left for 
Paris on (? August 22nd) and would give ail necessary information on the subject, 

For one thing Mr. Bratiano assumed full responsibility. When last Hungarian 
advance failed and became retreat he ordered Roumanian army not to stop until 
they had taken Budapest. Mr. Bratiano felt that for security of Roumania and 
Europe generally this was essential and his action seemed to him, though un- 
authoiised, so patently in general interest that he had not hesitated to take it 
rather than refer to Paris and risk refusal such as he had experienced before. As 
regards the four questions put to Roumania in the Note : 

(i) Mr, Bratiano was not only ready but anxious to withdraw Roumanian 
forces who were heavy charge on the Government and who ought to be at home 
for the harvest. Failing any arrangements for close co-operation of Allies presence 
of Roumanian Army aroused resentment of certain parts of Hungarian people 
without gaining in return the gratitude of Hungarian Government and of the 
elements of order who, thanks to the army, could organise themselves. On the 
other hand Allied powers suspected and fettered the action which the Roumanian 
army thought to take in the general interest. Bratiano had accordingly issued 
instruction for withdrawal to begin at once though he was not confident what the 
result would be in Hungary. I said, presumably Hungarian authorities would be 
given facilities to constitute police force in evacuated zone for maintenance of law 
and order. 

(2 and 3) No requisitions were allowed beyond military and railway mateiial 
and supplies for army of occupation while payment in money or requisition bonds 
was always made for supplies. Bratiano was ready to agree that reparation com- 
mission should make an inventory of all requisitions which had not been carried 
out by Roumanian forces under arms and that value of such as belonged to general 
stock should be .subtracted from Roumania’s share but he considered that in view 
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of Roumania’s particular interest he was justified in making condition that 
Roumania should be represented on commission charged with this duty. 

(4) Order and responsible Government in Hungary were more essential to 
Roumania than to anyone but he, Mr. Bratiano, insisted that collaboration ought 
to be real and that Roumania should not be asked to carry out orders without 
previous consultation and consideration, and he further dwelt on the fact that 
Roumanian army could only help Hungarian Government which while having- 
understanding with the Powers must also be in agreement with Roumania. 

(I understand this somewhat obscure phrase to mean that Roumania’s interests 
are so (geographically? decidedly) concerned with future relations with Hungary 
that a Hungarian Government must give guarantees which will satisfy Roumania 
as well as the Great Powers.) Mr. Bratiano to whom I have shown this telegram 
authorizes me to say it conveys in summarized form his attitude towards the 4 
questions asked of him by the Supreme Council. 

(Signed: Clerk) 

Appendix B to No. 63 

Telegram. Translation. 

September ig, igig. Received : September 20, igig. 
From: Sir G. Clerk, Bucharest. To: Supreme Council, Paris. 

Mr, Bratiano, much excited l^y the story of the children’s hospital, asks me to 
inform the Conference that he has received from Budapest a report proving that 
the doctors directing the children’s hospital in this city have declared in wxiting 
that neither the Roumanian authorities nor any Roumanian subject in this 
hospital has taken away any medicine, dressings, or other sanitary objects, and 
that consequently the children’s lives have not been endangered. The military 
authorities at Budapest have requested the Inter-Allied Commission to investigate 
this affair. 

Appendix C to No. 63 

Telegram. Translation, 
BUCHAREST, September ig, rgig. 

Received: September igig. 

From : Sir G. Clerk. 

To : Sir Eyre Crowe, Hotel Astoria, Paris. 

Although I have not received a reply to my telegrams addressed to the Supreme 
Council, Mr. Bratiano tells me that he has leaimed indirectly from Paris that these 
telegrams have been considered as forming the basis of an agreement. 

I propose, therefore, to leave here Monday. 3 A longer stay on my part might 
be used by political parties to further their own interests. Mr. Bratiano has more- 
over explained to me his opinion on the situation in Hungary with more detail and 
more precision, and has asked me to take his declaration to Paris. I am going to 
Budapest, where T will arrive Tuesday evening, and where I hope to sec Mr. 
Diamandi and the Allied Generals. I will leave for Vienna and Paris the next 
day by the fastest way. 

3 September 22, 1919. 
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No. 64 


H. D. 6o.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Parh\ on Thursday^ 

September pj, igig^ at lo.go a.m. 

Present; U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Tardieu; secretary, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G. Russell. British Empire: Captain 
Flinchley-Gooke. F'rance: Commandant Portier. Italy: Lieutenant de 
Carlo. 

Interpreter: M. Gamei'lynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
C/.S.A. : Mr. A. Dulles, Mr. F. K. Nielsen. 

British Empire: Mr. Garr, Mr. Nicolson, Lt.-Col. Kisch, General 
Sackville-West, Commander Lucas, R.N. 

France: M. Gambon, M. Laroche, General Le Rond, M. Lazard. 

Italy: M. Brambilla, M. Dell’Abbadessa. 

I. 

Convention of the Plenary [Not printed] 

Labour Commission 

2. Mr. Polk said that at the last meeting it had been decided^ that the 
Supreme Economic Council should be asked to take immediately 
Tank Ships necessary steps to guarantee the delivery to the Allies of 
fourteen German oil tank ships. According to information which 
he had received no orders on the subject had been given in London. 

M, Tardieu said that he was informed that the Supreme Economic 
Council had been acquainted with the decision of the Council, but he was 
without information as to whether the order had been carried out or not. 

Mr. Polk said that it was necessary for the Supreme Economic Council 
to immediately carry out the measures which were asked of them, as in the 
meantime the ships would be delivered. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he telegraphed to London to arrange that an 
expert be sent to him to furnish information on the subject. 

Mr. Polk said that in any event Admiral Charlton should be directed to 
keep the ships where they were until further orders were received. 

M. Tardieu said that the situation appeared to be as follows: The 
Supreme Economic Council, which was in possession of the resolution of 
the Supreme Council, thought that there was something to be said in 
connection with the matter. The French Government held the same view. 
In 48 hours the Conference would be in possession of the Supreme Economic 
CounciFs proposals. 

^ See No. 63, minute i. 
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Mr. Polk said that in awaiting this decision it was most urgent that the 
ships should not be moved. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had telegraphed to London in regard to the 
matter. 

M. Laroche said that only the Armistice Commission was in position to 
stop the delivery, 

Mr. Polk said that he considered it essential that the Supreme Council 
should actj for up to the moment it appeared to him that the only steps taken 
in the matter had been through the kindness of Sir Eyre Crowe. 

M. Tardieu said that if a resolution was taken in a sense of what Mr. Polk 
asked, the Goimcil would be doing exactly what had been done on the 
preceding clay. 

(M. Tardieu then read the resolution taken on September 23rd, 
H. D. 59.0 

Mr. Polk said that in any case it would be necessary for the Supreme 
Council to take steps which had been asked of it. If they had not done this, 
it was necessary to know the reasons. The Armistice Commission should be 
asked to suspend all action. ^ 

M. Tardieu said that that had been decided at the previous meeting. He 
would ascertain in the afternoon just what the Supreme Economic Council 
had done and whether they had executed the order of the Conference and 
in what manner. 

3- 

Question of Spitzberg [Not printed] 

4. M. Tardieu read an extract of a letter from Lord Milner to M. Dutasta 

dated August 14th, 1919. (See Appendix D.-’) The Special 
ioK^nm ^ Commission on Mandates at its meeting in London on 
August 5th had unanimously proposed that the Portuguese 
claims to the triangle of Kionga should be recognized. (This proposal was 
adopted.) 

It was decided; 

to accept the proposal made by the Special Commission on Mandates 
at its meeting of August 5th, and to recognize Portugal as the original 
and legitimate proprietor of this part of the former German Colony of East 
A.frica, situated south of the Rovuma and Imown as the ‘ Kionga Triangle’’. 

5. M. Tardieu read a letter of September 14th, 1919, addressed by 

Oreanizntion of Inter- President of the Conference asking that 

Allied Commission of Military Representatives at Versailles shoiiid be 
Control in Austria directed to study the question of organization of a military. 

The Supreme Council approved the draft of the treaty relative to the archipelago of 
Spitzbergen which was unanimously recommended by the Commission on Spitzbergen 
(cf. No. 4, note 14). The treaty was signed at Paris on February 9, 1920, and is printed 
in British and Foreign State Papers [1920), vol. c.\iii, pp. 789-97. 3 printed. 
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naval and air control for Austria. (See' ^Appendix E.'^) The proposal was 
adopted. 

It was decided : 

that the permanent Military representatives at Versailles should be 
directed to prepare, together with the Naval and Air representatives of the 
Allied and Associated Powers, a detailed proposal in view of the constitu- 
tion of Interallied Commissions of Military, Naval and Air Control, which 
should be charged to see to the execution by Austria of the Military, Nava! 
and Air Clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 

6. Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had received a telegram from Sir George 
Clerk who had proposed returning to Paris unless the Supreme 
directed him to remain. He had telegraphed ; to Sir 
George Clerk that the Supreme Council would undoubtedly 
desire to discuss the matter. Upon receiving this telegram Sir George Clerk 
decided to remain. He finally telegraphed him to come to Budapest and 
from there to Paris. He thought that this telegram had not reached him. 

M. Tardieu said that he was grateful for this information, but he could 
not see that anyone was to blame for the delay. 

Mr. Polk said that the Relief Administration had a telegraph line to 
Budapest and that he would be glad to place this wire at Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
disposal for any telegrams which he might desire to send to Sir George 
Clerk. 


7. Sir Eyre Crowe said that Mr. Lloyd George was more than ever 
convinced that firm action should be taken to force the 
Evacuation of the evacuate the Baltic Provinces. Mr. Lloyd George 

by Gewim^^^^ wished, but he would not press the point, that Polish troops 
should be utilized. He was now charged by the British 
Government to make a new proposal. The Allies had pledged themselves 
ill previous conversations with the Germans to facilitate the importation into 
Germany of food-stuffs of which Germany was in great need, and they had 
authorized the Germans to communicate to the Supreme Economic Council 
a list of articles which they particularly needed. He proposed that the 
Supreme Economic Council should be asked to stop the shipment of food- 
stuffs and other necessities to Germany and that the German Government 
be notified accordingly. Mr. Lloyd George thought that this would have a 
very good effect. He thought also tliat the American Government were 
prepared to stop all financial transactions with Germany. If these measures 
were insufficient it would be necessary to take whatever further steps seemed 
advisable. Mr, Lloyd George had always advocated the utilization of the 
Polish Army and he now proposed that the head of the British Naval Mission 
in France place himself at the disposal of Marshal Foch to study with him 
the cpicstion of what military and naval measures might be advantageous 
at a future date. He had prepared the draft of a note (see annex F-^), the 

Not printed. The first three paragraphs of this draft were identical with those in that 
prepared by General Weygand (see No. 60, appendix B), subject to a note to the third 
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first three paragraphs repeating the words of the note prepared by General 
Weygaiidj which had already been discussed. It would be necessary to 
change the end of the third paragraph in such a way as to take into account 
the remarks which Mr. Polk had made at the last meeting.^ The end of 
the note would be drafted in the manner which he had pointed out. If the 
American Delegation consented, it would be possible to insert a supple- 
mentary paragraph respecting the suppression of financial transactions. 

M. Tx\rdieu said that if he understood the British proposal correctly, it 
called for immediate action, first, the refusal of the German demands for the 
furnishing of food for Germany; second, the refusal of credits. If these 
measures were insufficient the British Government were willing to consider 
the question of military action. He agreed with this proposal, but wished to 
make two remarks, one as to form, and the other as to substance. In regard 
to form, the British Delegation proposed that the Allies reserve the right to 
take further steps. This was the fourth time that the question had been 
raised, and, in view of this fact, it seemed to him that the least which could 
be done, if the Allied and Associated Governments wished to make a real 
threat, was to take actual steps. He proposed, therefore, that the note should 
say that, if the Allied and Associated Governments did not receive satis- 
faction, they would take other steps. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would accept this modification. 

. M. Tardieu said that he remembered that Mr. Polk had said that it might 
be advisable to stop the repatriation of German prisoners of war. He asked 
whether Sir Eyre Crowe had referred this matter to the British Government, 
and whedier he had received any instructions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe replied that he had received no instructions from his 
Government on this point. 

Mr. Polk said that he was convinced that something ought to be clone. 
Pie preferred action to a threat. In a conversation which had recently taken 
place at Versailles between Colonel Logan and Baron von Lersner, Colonel 
Logan had not failed to call attention to the bad impression which the 
attitude of the German Government had made upon the American Govern- 

paragraph as to the de.sirability of an amendment to take account of Mr. Polk’s remarks 
(see below). The draft continued (French text as in original) : 

‘L’evacuation devra etre entreprise immediatement, poursuivie sans arret et compiele- 
ment achevec dans le plus bref delai possible. 

‘Les Gouvernements Allies et Associes font connaitre par la presente note, que tant 
qu’ils ne seront pas assures que leur demande a regu entiere satisfaction, ils ne prendront 
en consideration aucunc des demandes du Gouvernement allemand, touchant le ravitaiilc- 
ment de I’AHemagne en vivres et en matieres premieres, que le Conseil Supreme etudie 
actuellement. lis ont, en consequence, donne ordre au Conseil Supreme Economique 
de ne pas examiner ces demandes. 

‘ (Ici, on insererait un paragraphe analogue concernant I’arret des transactions financieres) . 

‘Si le Gouvernement allemand continuait k ne pas donner satisfaction a. leur demande, 
les Puissances Alliees et Associees se r^ervent le droit de prendre toutes autres mesures 
qu’elles pourront juger necessaires pour veiller a Pexecution des clauses de I’armistice.’ 

5 The reference was apparently to the remarks by Mr. Polk on a legal point, recorded in 
No. 6o, minute 2 . 
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ment. Colonel Logan had pointed out that it was most important that 
Germany should take action, and had let him understand that if the action 
were delayed, America would take definite steps. Baron von Lersner had 
replied that it was a political question and that the Army which was in the 
hands of the reactionaries would not obey the Government which was power- 
less. Colonel Logan then said that this explanation was not satisfactory and 
that if the German Government had no power it had better withdraw. It 
was necessary that that Government should take immediate measures to 
prove its good faith. He added that Colonel Logan had not spoken in the 
name of the Gouncii, but the Germans had learned unofficially the view of 
the United States. 

M. Tardieu asked whether the Council were in agreement as to the first 
three paragraphs. 

Mr. Polk said that there remained the question of the alteration of the 
last phrase and that he would propose a draft. 

M. Tardieu said that he thought that it would not serve a useful purpose 
to fix a delay and to say at the soonest possible moment for from the present 
moment the Allied and Associated Governments proposed to take action. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he would ask his Government whether it would 
be possible to make any statement in the note regarding the holding-up of 
the repatriation of the German prisoners of war, but he wished to ask if the 
repatriation of the prisoners of war were stopped it would [sic] necessarily 
apply to all the Allied Powers and whether it would not be possible to speak 
of a total of [or] partial holding-up of the repatriation. He did not think 
that the British Government were prepared, so far as they were concerned, 
to stop the repatriation completely for the work of repatriation was in 
operation and it was difficult to stop it. 

M. Tardieu said that this would nevertheless be a most efficacious method 
of action. 

M, SciALOjA said that he agreed that this method could be most usefully 
employed. 

M. Tardieu said that for the sake of their own peace it was most nece.ssary 
for the German Government that the repatriation be continued. If the 
repatriation were stopped pressure would be brought upon the German 
Government by the German people themselves. It was, therefore, highly 
important that an expression of this threat be made in the note. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if the proposal was accepted he thought it 
would be advisable that the decision of the Council be made known to the 
public through the press. He wished to ask, however, what Powers had 
consented to the proposed repatriation of the German prisoners of war in 
their custody. 

M. Matsui said that Japan was in a difficult situation. The repatriation 
had begun. He asked whether the prisoners’ transports should be held up 
eu route, for instance at Singapore. That would be difficult. He thought 
that it would be preferable to adopt the formula : ‘total or partial suspension 
of repatriation.’ 
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M. Tardieu said that the American, British and Japanese Governments 
had consented to the repatriation, but that the German Government had 
received a communication in the name of the Allied and Associated Powers. 
He wished to recall the terms of the note which had been addressed to the 
German Delegation and which had been prepared by Mr, Balfour. 

(M. Tardieu then read the text of the declaration of the Allied and 

Associated Powers relative to the repatriation of prisoners of war. See 

H. D. 41.^) 

He said that it would be possible to insert in the reply the following phrase : 
‘at the same time the Allied and Associated Powers, with reference to Para- 
graph 2 of their declaration of August 28th last, pointed out that the benevo- 
lent measures respecting the anticipated repatriation of German prisoners 
of war was [sir] to take place either for all the prisoners or for part of 
them,’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to make it quite clear that if the 
British Government did not interrupt the repatriation of prisoners of war 
they were not acting counter to the resolution of the Council. 

M. Tardieu said that he wished to point out that if the British Government 
continued to repatriate the prisoners, the threat of the Council would be vain, 
and, in that event, he thought it would be better to make no threat. It 
would be necessary to ascertain from Sir Crowe [jfr] and Mr. Polk whether 
Great Britain and America were prepared to interrupt the repatriation of 
prisoners. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to point out that the interruption ' 
of the repatriation would be far more prejudicial to Great Britain than to 
Germany. 

M. Tardieu asked whether Mr. Polk was in a position to furnish a para- 
graph in regard to the refusal of credits. 

Mr. Polk said that he would take up the matter on that day. 

M. Tardieu said that in any event it would be possible to refer the draft 
reply to the Drafting Committee in order that the Committee could agree 
upon a reply which would include Mr. Polk’s draft paragraph and the 
proposal of the British Delegation. 

Mr, Polk said that he wished to point out that it would not be possible 
for him to receive a reply by the following day. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that the Drafting Committee should prepare a note to the German 

Delegation concerning the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces by 
Germany; 

(2) that the Drafting Committee should take as a basis for its work the 

note prepared by General Weygand and modified hy the British 
Delegation (Appendix F'^) with the changes in text approver! hy the 
Council; 

( 3 ) that the text prepared hy Mr. Polk should be noted ; and, 

® No. 45 (minute a). 

780 



(4) that in case the American and British Governments agreed to an. 
interruption of the repatriation of prisoners of war, an additional 
paragraph should he prepared to notify the total or partial interrup- 
tion of the repatriation of German prisoners of war.) 

8. M. Tardieu said that the Council had received new proposals from the 
^ ^ r Blockade Commission (see Appendix G'='). 

Sovid^^Rmsia commented upon the annex to this 

proposal (see Appendix H). 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that his experts did not consider the American 
proposal sufficient. They thought that the following text should be adopted. 
(See Appendix I.) The British experts thought that this proposal would 
renew [? remove] a number of difficulties. There would be no blockade. 
There would be no capturing of ships. Vessels would be instructed to turn 
back. They would be informed that there was danger ahead. If they still 
persisted they would be made to turn back. 

Mr, Polk asked what would happen if the ships refused to obey the orders 
given them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that they would not refuse. 

M. Matsui said that he thought that it was quite probable that they 
would refuse. 

Commandant Levavasseur said that the British proposal was a make- 
shift. If a ship wished to pass there was no method of stopping it. He 
desired to point out that from the day when peace was signed with Germany 
no warship had any longer the right to stop a merchant ship. If a mer- 
chant ship wished to pass in spite of the injunctions of the Allied war- 
ships there was nothing that could be done. The former proposals made it 
possible to avoid these dangers. He asked what would, happen if a cruiser 
should meet a German convoy escorted by destroyers which insisted upon 
passing. He thought that this was a question which ought to be carefully 
studied, 

M. Tardieu said that it was most important to avoid talcing decisions 
which could not be applied. The British proposal undoubtedly presented 
serious inconveniences. He thought that so far as the American proposal 
was concerned it would be inconvenient to permit the Commander of each 
warship to judge as to the action which he chose to exercise. In both cases 
there was no impression of an operation well conceived and likely to be 
pressed to a successful conclusion. 

Commandant Levavasseur said that in the proposals formerly presented 
the Commanders of ships of war were vested with the authority of all the 
Powers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that that would also apply to the British proposal. 
It would be communicated by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
to the neutral Governments. 

7 Not printed. This appendix contained a draft dated August 255 1919 which was 
the same as the draft dated August 21 in Appendix D to No. 41 apart from two drafting 
amendments and the omission of the penultimate paragraph of the first draft. 
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M. Tardieu agreed, but said that in the British proposal it was the means 
of execution which were inadequate. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not agree, for the British proposal 
gave vessels of war the right of turning back merchant ships. 

M. SciALOjA said that the proposal would not foreshadow any possible 
action in the event that merchant ships refused to obey the order. 

Commandant Levavasseur said that he thought that in preparing the 
proposal for which he acted as spokesman, provision was made for the right 
of turning back ships. 

M. Tardieu said that in fact there was a blockade without the right of 
capturing cargoes. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought that there was danger of creating a new 
kind of blockade which would not be recognized in International Law. In view 
of the fact that the Allied and Associated Governments were not at v/ar with 
Soviet Russia, they would be creating a dangerous precedent. The United 
States would not give clearance to vessels desiring to leave American ports 
for Russia. The danger lay in the case of leaving Scandinavia or Germany. 

M. Tardieu asked Mr. Polk wliether the reserve contained in the American 
proposal was sufficient to satisfy him. 

Mr. Polk replied that it was. He added that if a neutral ship were stopped 
in its course, for example a Danish ship, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments exposed themselves to the payment of damages. 

Commandant Levavasseur said that the note of the Allied and Associated 
Governments would be addressed to the neutral Governments. If these- 
Governments accepted the contents no difficulty would arise. 

M. Tardieu said that the agreement of these Governments would serve 
as the basis for this new form of blockade. 

Mr. Polk asked what the situation would be if the neutral Governments 
did not accept. The notification would not bind them or protect the Allies 
against claims for damages. 

Commandant Levavasseur said that in one case as in the other the situa- 
tion would be the same. It was a question of a blockade which was not a 
blockade. 

Mr. Polk said that he would be equally frank and that if they wanted a 
blockade, the best means would be to declare war against Russia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it should be remembered that the warships were 
carrying on hostile operations in the Baltic against the Bolsheviks according 
to the orders of the Allies. It was necessary to give them means of fulfilling 
their mission. 

M. Tardieu agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the difficulty should not be exaggerated. A 
few ships would be stopped, they would learn that they could not pass and 
soon no ships would appear. 

Mr. Polk said that the United States hesitated to create precedents. In 
the present war they had had difficulties with the precedents of the American 
■Civil War.' 



M. Tardieu said that he wished to call Mr. Polk’s attention to the 
observation of Sir Eyre Crowe with which he entirely agreed. The iVllied 
fleets in the Baltic were in fact playing the role of war vessels on war service. 
That being the case, he could not see how it was less serious to stop merchant 
ships than to bombard Cronstadt. A difficult question of form ought not to 
be sufficient to prevent a solution of the question. In view of these facts, he 
agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe, that even if the Allied and Associated Powers 
ran the risk of having to pay damages, they should be willing to take the 
risk in view of the present situation. There were many examples in history 
of pacific blockades, for example the case of Greece and of China. The 
pacific blockade had a recognized place in International Law. 

Mr, Polk said that it was not a question of a pacific blockade, 

M. Tardieu said that he did not agree. The blockade in cjuestion was a 
means of coercion. 

M. SciALojA said that in order to conform to the regulations of Inter- 
national Law, it would be necessary to communicate the state of blockade 
to the Soviet Government, but in view of the fact that that Government was 
not recognized, he did not see that strictly speaking it was a question of 
blockade. He thought that it was rather a question of international police 
and that the precedents in this sense should be examined. 

M. Tardieu said that the Council agreed as to the practical utility of the 
measures proposed. But Mr. Polk objected to the precedents which would 
be created. He suggested that the legal advisers be asked to study the 
precedents and find a formula to which all could agree. So far as the execu- 
tion of the blockade was concerned the proposals of the Naval representatives 
would be adopted. He did not wish to delay the solution of a question which 
had already been too much delayed, but what he proposed appeared 
necessary. 

M. Gambon said that he wished to recall precedents which existed. Great 
Britain and France had often used the pacific blockade as a means of coercion. 
The examples of Greece and of China had recently been mentioned. The 
difficulty in the present case was that there was no Government in Russia to 
which a notification of the blockade could be communicated. 

M. Laroche said that the very fact of there being no Government would 
justify a measure of international police, 

M. Tardieu said that he wished to sum up the situation as he saw it. It 
would be possible to impose a pacific blockade if a Government existed to 
which a notification of the blockade could be made. No such Government 
existed. ' It was therefore necessary to trust to the ingenuity of the legal 
advisers to find a means of justifying a measure of international police. 

Mr. Polk agreed that the question should be referred to the Drafting 
Committee. . 

(It was decided: 

(1) to request the Drafting Committee to immediately examine the 
arguments in International Law upon which the blockade of Soviet 
Russia could be based; and, 
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(2) to call to the attention of the Drafting Committee the fact that the 
absence of a Government in Soviet Russia recognised by the Powers 
prevented the Powers from notifying that Government in the regular 
way of a state of blockade.) 


9. M. Gambon read and commented upon the proposal of the Commission 
on Polish Affairs which it was hoped would be consistent with 
'^Eastern Galicia opinion formerly expressed by the Supreme Council on 
the subject of agrarian legislation in Eastern Galicia. (See 


Appendix J.) 

Mr. Polk said he had no objection to make to this text. 

M. Tardieu recalled the declarations wliich M. Paderewski had made 
before the Supreme Council. M. Paderewski had stated that he could not 
admit that the agrarian question was not one for the National Assembly at 
Warsaw to decide. 

M. Gambon said that he wished to add that, in a private conversation, 
M. Paderewski had told him that he was in favour of the League of Nations 
scheme. M. Paderewski had insisted that the attribution of Eastern Galicia 
be made in a definite way. If he (M. Gambon) might express a personal 
view, he wished to add that the Council were going beyond their rights in 
entrusting the fate of an entirely agricultural district to a population the 
majority of which was not Polish. 

Mr. Polk said that M. Paderewski had opposed, above everything else, 
the provisional character of the statute. He (Mr. Polk) thought that it would 
be possible to satisfy M. Paderewski in suppressing the provisional character 
and in altering certain points of the proposal. With this end in view he had 
prepared a memorandum (see Annex [Appendix] K). He felt that in 
establishing a provisional regime the Council were allowing the existence of 
a region in the Central Europe which would become a dangerous centre 
of discord. 

M. Gambon said that he shared this view, but that he thought there was 
still another reason for giving Galicia more complete autonomy. Poland 
would be much more disposed to accept a more complete autonomy for 
Galicia if she knew that there was a question of definite organization. The 
question could not be solved on that day and it would be necessary to send 
the American memorandum to the Commission, but on this point it would 
be necessary for the Council to express an opinion by which the Com- 
mission could be guided. They should give their view as to whether East 
Galicia should be definitely attributed to Poland. He wished to point out 
that the American memorandum (Chapter I, Sec. B) dealt with this 
subject. 

M. SciALOjA said that in effect Eastern Galicia would be placed under a 
Polish mandate. 

M. Tardieu said that this would not be altogether the case for this 
mandate would not have a temporary character. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not agree to the Gouncii’s sup- 
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pressing the temporary character of the statute. He recalled the fact that 
the British Government had originally opposed the union of Eastern 
Galicia with Poland. Pie had accepted a compromise because a plebiscite 
had been promised. Now the idea of the plebiscite had been given up. 
He could not, without instructions, accept this solution in view of the 
fact that it completely altered the principles which had been previously 
raised. 

Mr. Polk proposed that the American memorandum be simply referred 
to the Commission. 

M. Tardieu said that he wished to hold to what he had previously said, 
purely as his own opinion. 

M. SciALOjA said that it conformed to the proposal previously made by 
M. Sonnino. 

(It was decided: 

to refer to the Committee on Polish Affairs the memorandum presented 
by the American Delegation (Appendix K).) 

10. General Le Rond read and commented upon Report No. 6 of the 
Commission on Polish Affairs. ^ 

Mr. Polk said he approved the proposals of the Com- 
mission. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he also approved of these proposals, but lie 
wished to ask in what form the Council intended to communicate the decisions 
which they had taken to the Polish Government. He thought that the question 
of form was most important. 

M. Laroche said that it would be sufficient to inform the Polish Govern- 
ment that the territories lying west of the line traced by the Commission 
would be definitely attributed to Poland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether it would not be necessary to include a 
Treaty. 

M. Laroche said that in any case it was not a question of a Treaty defining 
the eastern frontiers of Poland but a Treaty according certain territories to 
Poland. 

Mr. Polk said that it would be possible to give Poland her choice between 
two solutions ; 

(a) The acceptance of the minimum line proposed in the Committee’s 
reports, with the assurance that this line would not prejudice any 
future negotiations regarding this frontier after the reestablishment 
of Russia or the obtaining of satisfactoiy information regarding the 
desires of the people to the east of this frontier; or 

{()) leaving the determination of this eastern frontier entirely open until 
such time as Russia and Poland considered it possible to make a 
definite settlement. 


s This report was annexed to the original as appendix L, q.v. 



M. Laroche proposed that the Drafting Committee be requested to find 
a formula, taking the Report of the Commission as a basis. 

(It was decided: 

(1) to accept the conclusions of Report No. 6 of the Committee on Polish 

Affairs; and, 

( 2 ) to request the Drafting Committee to study, in taking the report as a 

basis, the means by w’-hich these decisions should be communicated 
to the Polish Government.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


Appendix H to No. 64 
Blockade of Russia 

(1) The Blockade Council has modified the draft note regarding blockade of 
Russia (hereto attached^) as indicated thereon. There was no agreement, however, 
on the final paragraph which was left for the action of the Supreme Council. 

(2) It is suggested that the final paragraph be: {a) deleted entirely, or [b) made 
to read : ‘It will be understood that each of the Allied and Associated Powers will 
lend its sanction to the measures taken by the war vessels of any one of them to 
carry out this policy insofar as such measures are not in its opinion contrary to 
international law.’ 


Appendix I to No. 64 

‘On account of the military operations which are taking place in the Gulf of 
Finland, mariners are warned against the dangers to themselves of going there. 

‘With a view to avoid [w] accidents, for which they cannot be responsible, the 
Commanders of the Allied and Associated Forces in the Baltic will direct all 
merchant ships, which are found pi-oceeding up the Gulf of Finland, to stop and 
turn back.’ 


Appendix J to No. 64 

Proposition de la Commission des Affaires Polonaises 
(Additif a Particle 12 du Projet de statut pour la Galicie) 

Toutefois, en ce qui concerne la legislation agraire, la Diete ne pourra passer 
outre au droit de veto, mais si une mesure de cet ordre, apres avoir ete ai'retee 
par le veto du Gouverneur, est votee de nouveau dans le delai maximum d’un an 
par la Diete a la majorite des 2/3, la question sera immediatement soumise au 
Gonseii de la Societe des Nations qui decidera, a la majorite des suffrages, de 
Paction a poursuivre et des ordres a donner, suivant ce qu’il estimera utile et 
convenable en la circonstance. 

En ce qui concerne les lois relatives k Pinstruction publique dans les etablisse- 
ments d’cnseignement sccondaire et superieur, le veto du Gouverneur sera absolu. 

This annex (not printed) was an English text of the draft note (see note 7 above) Vi/ii:h 
the omission of the last paragragh. 



Appendix K to No. 64 
Memorandum 

September 55 , igig. 

The following suggestions are submitted with a view to reconciling as far as 
possible the present draft of the Treaty on East Gaiicia including both the views 
of the majority and of the minority, and the objections which Mr. Paderewski 
expressed as regards ; 

I. The Provisional Nature of the Settlement. 

II. Agrarian Legislation. 

III. Representation in the Polish Diet. 

IV. Military Service. 

I. The Qimtion of the Provisional Nature of the Settlement. 

A. In the preamble the following phrase is to be omitted entirely: ‘until the 
time when they are called upon by a plebiscite, which is for the present postponed 
by reason of the disturbed condition of Eastern Europe, to declare their wishes 
with regard to the final political status of the territory.’ 

B. In Article 9 the second paragraph is to be omitted. This pai’agraph reads : 

‘Poland further undertakes to hold or allow to be held a plebiscite of the 

inhabitants with regard to the final political status of the territory on a date and 
under conditions to be fixed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, or by 
any other body which they may appoint. She recognizes in advance the limits and 
status which, as the result of this plebiscite, may be definitively determined by the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, or by the body appointed by them.’ 

G. In Article 33 the word ‘temporary’ is to be omitted fi'om Paragraph 2, and 
Paragraph 3 is to be entirely omitted. Paragraph 3 reads; 

‘The provisions of this Chapter in no way prejudge the allocation of the said 
property to be made by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers in the event 
of Eastern Galicia being in whole or in part separated from Poland.’ 

D. To replace the provisions which have been dropped, it is suggested that the 
following clause be inserted as Article 39 ; 

‘The stipulations in this Treaty are matters of international concern and shall 
be placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations. They shall not be modi- 
fied without the assent of a majority of the Council of the League of Nations. The 
United States, the British Empire, France, Italy, Japan and Poland hereby agree 
not to withhold their assent from any modification whatsoever of this Treaty in 
whole or in part which is in due form assented to by a majority of the Council of 
the League of Nations. 

‘Any Member of the Council of the League of Nations shall have the right to 
bring to the attention of the Council any infraction of any of these obligations, and 
the Council may thereupon take such action and give such direction as it may deem 
proper and effective in the circumstances. 

‘Any difference of opinion as to questions of law or fact arising out of these 
Articles between the Polish Government and any one of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers or any other Power, a Member of the Council of the League 
of Nations, shall be held to be a dispute of an international character under 
Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. The Polish Government 
hereby consents that any such dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, 
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be referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice. The decision of the 
Permanent Court shall be final and shall have the same force and effect as an 
award under Article 13 of the Covenant.’ 

(This article is borrowed with modifications from the minority treaties and 
is similar to an obligation which Poland had already assumed in its minority 
treaty.) 


II. Agrarian Legislation. 

It is suggested that the arrangement proposed by the Supreme Council be 
maintained namely: agrarian legislation should be included in Article 12 as a 
subject of legislation in the Diet of Eastern Galicia. However, Article 1 3 should 
be modified in such a way as to include agrarian legislation in the category for 
which the Governor’s veto cannot be overridden by the Diet and to provide for a 
reference to the League of Nations in the event of a dead-lock. The second para- 
graph of Article 13 would then read: 

‘However, with regard to agrarian legislation the right of veto cannot be over- 
ridden by the Diet, but in case any such measure, vetoed by the Governor, is again 
voted by the Diet with a majority of two-thirds, the question shall be immediately 
referred to the Council of the League of Nations which shall by a majority vote 
take such action and give such direction as it may deem proper and effective in 
the circumstances.’ 


III. Representation in the Polish Diet. 

As on this point Mr. Paderewski is especially insistent, it is proposed to accept 
the article suggested by the majority, which provides for the representation of East 
Galicia in the Polish Diet. 


IV. Military Service. 

It is proposed to accept the majority report, providing for Polish military service 
in Eastern Galicia, with the following changes : 


Original Text. 

‘Article 38. Laws of [in] force in 
Poland relating to military service may 
be applied by Poland in Eastern Galicia. 

‘The contingent thus recruited shall 
form special units in the Polish army. 
In time of peace these units shall per- 
form garrison duty in Eastern Galicia.’ 


Revised Text. 

‘Article 38. Laws in force in Poland 
relating to military service may be 
applied in Eastern Galicia. 

‘The contingent thus recruited shall 
form special units which in time of 
peace shall perform garrison duty in 
Eastern Galicia and in time of war 
shall be available for national defence.’ 


Appendix L to No. 64 

Rapport .V® 6 presente au Conseil Supreme des Allies par la Commission des Affaires 
Polonaises 

FrONTIERES OrIENTALES DE LA POLOGNE 
Dans son rapport n® 2 en date du 28 avi'ii 1919 adresse au Conseil supreme et 
relatif aux frontieres orien tales de la PologneJ® la Commission des affaires polo- 

Report no. 2, as included in the official record of the proceedings of the Commission 
on Polish Affairs, is dated April 22, 1919 (cf. part II of the present report). Report no. 2 
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naises avait cru devoir differer toute proposition touchant le trace de la frontiere 
au sud de la latitude de Kholm: elle avait estime que cette frontiere ne pouvait 
etre fixee aussi longtemps que n’aurait pas ete r%lee la question de la Galicie 
orientale. 

En merne temps, ia Commission proposait: 

a) Qiie dans certains territoires situes a Test de la frontiere soumise par elle a 
Fapprobation de la Conference, une enquete fut faite sur les caracteres ethnique, 
linguistique et religieux et sur ies voeux des populations; 

h) Que cette enquete fut faite, si possible, sur les lieux menies; 

c) Q;u’une solution definitive fut donnee a la question de la frontiere orientale 
de la Poiogne, aussitot que. serait etabii un Gouvernement russe, avec lequel les 
Grandes Puissances seraient en mesure de trader cette question. 

Sur les points qui etaient ainsi demeures en suspens, la Commission croit devoir 
soumettre aujourd’hui au Gonseil de nouvelies propo.sitions. 

I. Frontiere au sud de Kholm. 

En vertu de la resolution prise le 25 jiiin par ie Gonseil des Ministres des Affaires 
etrangeres, la Commission a etudie un projet de statut pour ia Galicie orientale; 
ce statut a fait Pobjet du rapport n° 5 ciu’eile a eu I’honneur de soumettre au 
Gonseil supreme. 

Dans ces conditions, la Commission estime qu’elle est aujoui'd’hui en mesure de 
proposer un trace de ia frontiere polonaise au sud de la latitude de Kholm. 

recommended a trace for the eastern frontier of Poland from the border of East Prussia 
southwards to the confluence of the rivers Bug and Neretwa in the latitude of Kholm (see 
note 1 1 below). This line constituted the northern part of what subsequently became known 
as the Gurzon Line. The line recommended in report no. 2 was designed as a minimum 
and provisional eastern frontier for Poland within which the Polish Government should be 
authorized to organize a permanent administration (cf. part II of the present report) : this 
was in accordance with the principle followed by the commission in drawing up its report 
no. 2 that ‘the districts in which doubt arises as to the ethnographical character or wishes of 
the population cannot at present be assigned to the Polish State’. 

No decision upon the line recommended in report no. 2 was taken at that time by the 
Supreme Council, but on April 26, 1919, the Council of Foreign Ministers authorized the 
Commission on Polish Affairs to proceed with the examination of the frontier to be assigned 
to Poland in Eastern Galicia and to submit a report (see Papers relating to the Foreign Relations 
of the United States: The Paris Peace Conference 1919, vol. iv, pp. 624-6). This report was sub- 
mitted by the commission as its report no. 3 dated June 17, 1919. The report put forward 
two alternative lines for the Polish frontier in Eastern Galicia. Of these alternatives ‘line A’ 
was the frontier subsequently incorporated in article i .A of the draft treaty relative to 
Eastern Galicia (see No. 6r, appendix G); this line constituted the southern part of what 
subsequently became known as the Curzon Line. ‘Line B’ ran approximately from just 
west of Sokal southwards by way of Dobrotwor to Bobrka whence it ran generally south- 
westwards to the Czechoslovak frontier slightly northwest of Klimiec, thereby including in 
Polish territory Lemberg (Lvov) and Drohobycz. The American, French and Italian 
delegations recommended line A if Eastern Galicia were to be attached to Poland with a 
form of autonomous status, and line B if Eastern Galicia were to be independent of Poland: 
the British delegation recommended line A in all cases. 

The question of Eastern Galicia was considered by the Council of Foreign Mini.sters on 
June 18 and June 25, 1919 (op. cit., vol. iv, pp, 828-33, 848-55, 859-62). In the light of 
the decisions taken at the latter meeting the Commission on Polish Affairs, as stated in 
part I of the present report, submitted to the Supreme Council its reports nos, 5 (see No. 6i , 
appendix G) and 6. 
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L’Annexe 1 du Rapport n'' 2” devrait, en consequence, etre completee comme 
suit (avant-derniere ligne de la page 8) : 

‘ Suivant cette limite administrative, puis le thalweg de la riviere Bug vers 
I’amont, jusqu’au point on elle rencontre I’ancienne frontiere entre la Russie et 
I’Autriche (Galicie).’ 

La ligne de Bug, proposee par le Rapport n° 2 et le present Rapport, a forme, 


** Appendix I to report no. 2 gave the detailed trace of the frontier recommended in the 
report, i.e. of the northern part of what subsequently became known as the Cui-zon Line 
(see note 10 above). This appendix read as follows in the official French text; 

‘Description de la frontiere orienlale de la Pologne depuis la frontiere orientale de la Prusse Orientale 
jusqu'a la latitude de Kholm. 

Une ligne; 

quittant la frontiere de la Prusse Orientale a son point de rencontre avec la limite ad- 
ministrative septentrionale du district de Suvalki, 
suivant cette limite administrative jusqu’au point le plus meridional du rentrant qu’elle 
forme a 7 kilometres au Nord-Ouest de Punsk, 
se dirigeant approximativement vers le Sud-Est et atteignant la pointe Nord-Ouest du 
lac Galadusya en laissant la localite de Punsk en Pologne, 
traversant le lac suivant un tracd a determiner sur le terrain jusqu’en un point k 2 kilo- 
metres au Nord de Zegary, puis tournant a I’Est pour atteindre la rive Est du lac, 
se dirigeant vers le Sud a peu pres parallelement k la ligne des petits lacs qui se trouvent 
entre Zegary et Berzniki et ^ 2 kilometres a I’Est de ces lacs, 
coupant la route de Berzniki-Kopciowo a 2 kilometres au Sud-Est de Berzniki, 
se dirigeant vers le Sud jusqu’au point ou elle rencontre la riviere Chernohanja (Marycha) 
qui vient de Zelwa, 

suivant le thalweg de cette riviere jusqu’a Sztudjanka puis un affluent de gauche et se 
prolongeant vers I’Est-Nord-Est jusqu’a ce quelle rencontre la rivifere Igorka qui passe 
k Warwis-chki, 

suivant le thalweg de cette riviere jusqu’a son confluent avec le Niemen (Nyeman), 
suivant le thalweg de Niemen vers I’amont jusqu’a son confluent avec la Lososna puis le 
thalweg de la Lososna jusqu’en un point k environ 2 kilometres et demi a I’Ouest-Sud- 
Ouest de son confluent avec le Niemen, 

prenant la direction approximative du Sud-Est et coupant la voi ferree Grodno-Kuznitas 
k 500 metres au Nord-Est de la bifurcation de Kielbasin, 
tournant vers le Sud-Sud-Est de fa^on a atteindre la riviere Likowka en un point k 
1 kilometre et demi Quest de Baranowo, 

suivant le thalweg de la Likowka puis de la Laszanka vers i’aval jusqu’a la riviere Svisloch 
puis le thalweg de la Svisloch vers I’amont jusqu’au confluent a 4 kilomibtres au Nord 
de Yalowka de la rividre passant par cette vilie, 
suivant un trace k determiner sur le terrain de fa§on a atteindre la voie ferree Gainowka- 
Svisloch au point oil la route Narev-Narevka coupe cette voie ferree, 
se dirigeant vers le Sud-Ouesl dc fa^on a atteindre la route forestiere allant du Nord au 
Sud qui passe a environ 2 kilometres a I’Ouest de Skupowo, 
suivant cette route forestidre vers le Sud, jusqu’au point oil elle rencontre la riviere 
Lesna-Prawa, 


se dirigeant vers le Sud-Oucst suivant un trace a determiner sur le terrain et de fa^on h 
couper la voie ferree Brest-Litovsk-Byelsk au point oil la route de Visoko-Litovsk k 
Klcsheii croise cette voie ferree (10 kilometres environ Sud-Sud-Est de Klesheli), 
se dirigeant de fa^on a atteindre la limite administrative entre le district de Byelsk et de 
Brest-Litovsk au point oil elle forme un angle aigu a 9 kilometres au Nord-Est de 
Melnik, ct en laissant aux Polonais les villages de Wolka, Piesezathka, Stulbce et 
Wierpole, 

suivant cette ligne administrative puis le thalweg de la rivifere Bug vers I’amont jusqu’a 
son confluent avec la Neretwa a i’Est de Kholin.’ 
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de 1815 a 1912, la frontiere entre le Royaume de Pologne et la Russie. Aii point 
de vue geographique, elle constitue une frontiere satisfaisante, incontestablement 
superieure a toiite autre ligne qui pourrait etre envisagee dans cette region plate 
et depourviie d’accidents naturels. Elle attribue a la Pologne un tenitoire occupe 
par line population mixte, assez fortement melangee au voisinage du Bug d’elements 
petits-russiens, mais qui ont toujours vecu et qui vivent encore en complete 
harmonic avec les Polonais, sans manifester de sentiments separatistes. Encore 
convient-il de reniarquer que, depuis le debut de la guerre, une partie de la 
population petite-russienne a quitte le pays ou des elements polonais ont remplace 
les emigrants; la majorite des habitants, a I’heure actuelie, est probablement de 
race polonaise. 

D’ailleurs, depuis pres de six cents ans, cette region fait partie de la Pologne; 
elle n’en a ete separee qu’a deux I'eprises, en 1912, par Pancien Gouvernement 
russe C[ui poursuivait dans le pays de Kholm une politiciue de russification c|ue, 
en Russie meme, I’opinion liberale a condamnee, et en 1918 par I’intervention des 
Gouvernements ailemand et autrichien, lors de la conclusion du traite de Brest- 
Litovsk. 

Au point de vue econoniique enfin, le territoire est etroitement lie a la Pologne 
et c’est beaucoup plus vers I’ouest que vers Pest que s’orienteiit ses relations. 

Pour ces raisons, la Commission est unanime a proposer au Gonseil supreme le 
trace ci-dessus indique. 

II. Territoires situes d VEst de la frontiere proposee le 22 avril. 

Ayant acheve, dans sa seance du 27 aout, la determination des limites des 
territoires indiscutablement polonais qui peuvent etre immediatement attribues k 
Pfitat polonais, la Commission a recherche s’il convenait de traiter, dans les 
circonstances actuelles, ia cpiestion des regions mixtes, situees a Pest de la frontiere 
proposee le 22 avril, et au sujet dequelles elle avait formule dans son rapport 
n° 2 les principes qui ont etc rappeles au debut du present rapport. 

La Commission a ete unanime a estimer que, depuis le 22 avril, des faits nou- 
veaux etaient intervenus qui rendaient impossible, dans un delai prochain, de 
pousser plus avant aucune etude sur Pattribution de ces territoires. 

a) La plus grande partie des territoires en question est occupee par les troupes 
polonaises engagees dans la lutte centre le bolchevisme. 

b) Dans sa note du 27 mai, adressee a Pamiral Koltchak, le Gonseil supi'eme a 
stipule que, ‘ dans le cas ou les fronticres ainsi que les questions concernant les 
relations entre la Russie et ia Pologne, ne seraient pas reglees par un accord, toutes 
ces questions seraient remises a Parbitrage de la Societe des Nations.’ 

Dans sa reponse, dont les Puissances alliees et associees ont pris acte, Pamiral 
Koltchak a indique d’autre part que ‘ la sanction definitive de la delimitation 
des frontieres entre la Pologne et la Russie doit etre remise jusqu’a la convocation 
de la Gonstituante’. 

. Or il est impossible de prevoir a quelle epoque pourra se constituer le Gouverne- 
ment russe reguHer, dont Pintervention est necessaire pour la fixation definitive 
des frontieres orientales de la Pologne. 

La Commission ne se dissimule cependant pas que la prolongation de Petat 
d’incertitude actuel presente les plus graves inconvenients, aussi bien pour les 
populations c^ue pour le Gouvernement polonais; il importe d’y mettre fin. La 
frontiere orientale de ia Pologne, telle qu’elle est determinee dans le rapport n" 2 
et dans le present rapport, represente une frontiere provisoire, en ce sens que, dans 
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Favenir, d’autres territoires situes a Test de cette ligne pourront etre rattaclies a 
la PologBe. Mais la Commission esdme que cette frontiere devrait etre cleclaree 
definitive par rapport aux territoires situes a Fouest de la meme ligne, ou la 
souverainete de Ffitat poionais serait, des a present, complete et definitive. 

En resume, la Commission, a I’unanimit^ propose au Gonseil supreme que la 
frontiere orientale de la Pologne, telle qu’elle est decrite dans les rapports n°® 2 et 
6 de la Commission des Affaires polonaises, soit consideree comme marcjuant la 
ligne a Fouest de laquelle le Gouvernement poionais pent, des maiiitenant, exercer 
legalement tous les droits qui resultent de la souverainete. 

Paris, le septembre 1919. 

Le President de la Commission : 
J. Cambon. 

No. 65 

H. D. 61.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichoids Room at the Quai d'Orsay, Paris, on Friday, 

September 26, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Plarrison. 

British Empire’. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France', M. Tardieu, later M. Cambon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de 
St. Quentin. 

Italy'. M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan’. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire'. Captain 
Hinchley-Gooke. M. Massigli. M. Zanchi. 

Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A. : General Bliss, Mr. F. K. Nielsen. 

British Empire'. Hon. H. Nicolson, General Sackville-West, Lt.-Col. 
Kisch. 

France’. General Weygand, M. Laroche, M. Kammerer, M. Pieyre. 
Italy’. M. DeiFAbbadessa, M. Pilotti. 

I . M. Tardieu read the following memorandum of the Secretariat-General 

with regard to the action taken on the resolution of the Supreme 
German Tank Council of September 23rd 
Steamers . 

‘The resolution of the Supreme Council dated September 23rd 
in regard to the German oil steamers was transmitted on the 23rd to the 
Supreme Economic Council by the Secretariat-General. 

The Supreme Economic Council forwarded the resolution on the morn- 
ing of September 24th to its permanenf Committee in London. 

The latter body immediately brought tliC; matter to the attention of 
the Allied Naval Armistice Commission which functions likewise in 
London. This body gave the necessary orders at once to suspend the 
departure of the ships in question.’ . 

* See No. 63, minute i. 
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Sir. Eyre Crowe said that he had received a telegram from Lord Giirzon ■ 
dated September 25th (see Appendix A). He pointed out that the important 
portion of this telegram was that the Allied Maritime Transport Executive 
believed that the question of the disposition of the ships was one for the 
Supreme GounciL The A.M.T.E. had recommended that the tank steamers 
be allocated to Allied management along with other vessels to which claim 
had been put forward under the terms of the Armistice. The first voyage, 
however, would be for the transport of oil to Germany. He added that in 
the event that the steamers had already left for the Firth of Forth they would 
be diverted and allowed to proceed to the United States for their cargo of oil. 

Mr. Polk said that he was happy to hear of the measures which had been 
taken. 

M. Tardieu said that he would at once communicate Lord Gurzon’s 
telegram to the French members of the Supreme Economic Council. 

2, (The Council had before it the proposed Treaty with New States prepared 
by the Commission on Political Glauses, together with the 
Proposed Treaty with report of that Commission accompanying the Treaty. 
Mw Slats, Clause, Appendices B and CA) 

^Rdathmin Trans- Laroche in commenting upon the Treaty and the 

ferred Territories report, said that the Commission was unanimous in the 
text of the clauses of the Treaty. It had not been unanimous 
on the question of what Powers should be parties to, and signatories of, the 
Treaty. The majority of the Commission had thought that all the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers should sign the document, but the United 
States had formulated an objection to its participation in the signature. The 
United States Delegation had felt that the matters embraced in the proposed 
Treaty were not broad c|uestions resulting from the breaking up of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy, and therefore of direct concern to all the Allied and 
Associated Powers, but were rather questions of local interest concerning 
only the new States and the States possessing ceded territory. If the Treaty 
came into force it would import a specific legal obligation only on the 
directly interested Powers. The United States felt therefore that it was 
neither desirable nor advisable that all the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers should be signatories to the Treaty, although representatives of these 
Powers, in participating in the framing of the proposed articles, might be 

Not printed. The report, dated September 2, 1919, stated that the draft treaty was the 
outcome of the proposal of Baron Sonnino referred to the commission by the decision of the 
Supreme Council of July 1 1, 1919 (see No. 9, noteg). The commission further reported that 
in drafting the treaty account had been taken of observations made by delegates of the New 
States in hearings before the commission, but drew attention to certain reservations formulated 
by the Yugoslav and Roumanian delegations. In conclusion the report raised the question 
of which Powers should be signatories of the treaty, for which see the discussion on this item 
in the Supreme Council. The draft treaty submitted under cover of the report was, with 
the exception of provision for signature by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers and 
minor drafting variation, the same as the final text of the treaty concluded at Sevres on 
August 10, 1920, between Czechoslovakia, Italy, Poland, Roumania and Yugoslavia: for 
U'hich see British and Foreign Stale Papers {1920)^ vol. cxiii, pp. 959-65. 

793 



able to assist in facilitating the negotiations among the Powers directly 
interested. 

As opposed to this point of view, the majority of the Commission had felt 
that it would be necessary for all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
to sign, for otherwise the Treaty would be deprived of its authority in the 
eyes of the New States. Although the Commission felt that the interests of 
the New States had been carefully safeguarded by the Treaty and that the 
clauses were for the common good of all, the latter might distrust a Treaty 
which did not carry the signatures of all the Allied and Associated Powers. 
Should the United States refuse to sign, the important point arose as to what 
steps the other Principal Allied and Associated Powers should take. It was 
possible for the Four Principal Allied and Associated Powers to sign, even 
though the United States did not do so. The second method of procedure 
would be to make a united presentation of the Treaty by the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers to the New States and jointly recommend that the 
same be signed by them. 

Mr. Polk said that this was a matter which Secretary Lansing had had 
before him, prior to his departure for the United States. Mr. Lansing had 
felt that the Treaty was one between friendly Powers and involved no enemy 
states. He had taken the position that it was not necessary for the American 
signature to appear, as he felt that it was difficult to justify the interests 
which United States might have in signing. ,, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, following out the reasons advanced by 
M. Laroche, he believed that all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
should sign the Treaty. The British Empire had no immediate interests in the 
matter but he believed that it should be a signatory power. He thought that, 
even in the absence of a United States signature, all [ric] the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers should sign. A joint action of this kind would give the 
smaller States the impression that all the large Powers were interested in the 
matter, because the Treaty formed a portion of the liquidation of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy. He was willing, however, to be guided by the wishes 
of the majority of his colleagues, 

M. SciALOjA said that he believed a refusal of the United States to sign 
the Treaty was a pure matter of internal interest. The Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers had taken part in Treaties in which they had no direct 
interest, as for example, in the case of Spitzbergen, He pointed out that the 
United States had been represented on the Commission on Political Glauses, 
had taken an active part in the framing of the Treaty, and presumably had 
therefore felt that matters of general interest were being settled. He was 
unable to urge Mr. Polk to sign the Treaty against the wishes of his Govern- 
ment. He would like to ask Mr. Polk, however, whether he woul^ agree 
to a joint presentation of the Treaty by the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers to the small States urging the latter to sign the same. In this way the 
Treaty ^vould be given moral force. 

Mr. Polk said that he had no objections to this method of procedure. 

M. Matsui said that the Japanese Empire had no particular interest 
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involved, but as the Treaty concerned the general liquidation of the Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy all the Principal Allied and Associated Powers should 
sign. In view of the United States’s objection, and by taking advantage of 
the period of twenty days proposed between the presentation of the Treaty 
and the signature, he would obtain the instructions of his Government in the 
matter. He would recommend that the Japanese Empire be a signatory 
party. Should M. Scialoja’s proposition be accepted, however, he would 
have no difficulty in joining on behalf of Japan in the common presentation 
by the five Principal Powers. 

M. Laroche said that he gathered from the discussion that the Council 
agreed to approve the text of the Treaty and that the Treaty itself should be 
presented to the new States by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
jointly with a recommendation that it be signed by the former. Furthermore 
a period of twenty days was to be accorded the New States between the time 
of presentation and the signature of the Treaty. He added that it was 
extremely necessary to decide upon a fixed period in order to prevent the 
matter being drawn out and any of the New States taking advantage of this 
to avoid signing. 

M. Tardieu said that as it was better for all the great Powers to take the 
same attitude on the question, he proposed that M. Laroche’s solution of the 
matter be adopted. 


It was decided: 

(1) That the text of the proposed Treaty with the New States (Clauses 

Relating to Reciprocal Relations in Transferred Territories) pre- 
pared by the Commission on Political Clauses should be accepted. 

(2) That the proposed Treaty should be presented to the Delegations of 

the interested states by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
jointly. The latter should impress upon the Delegations of the New 
States the necessity for the signature of the Treaty in question, and 
should request them to obtain the consent of their Governments as 
soon as possible, but in any case within a period of twenty days, at 
the expiration of which the Treaty should be signed in Paris by the 
plenipotentiaries of the interested States. 

(At this point M. Tardieu left the room and M. Gambon took the chair.) 


3- 

Repairiaiion of Czecho- 
slovak troops in Siberia 


4 . 

Distribution of Allied 
Troops in the Plebiscite 
Areas 


> (These Questions were adjourned.) 


5 - 

Report of the Commission 
on Baltic Affairs on the 
occupation of Memel 
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6. (The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch, dated August 2 1 st, 
1919 . (See Appendix D.^)) 

Mr. Polk said that there was no objection to the pro™ 
posals contained in this note from the point of view of the 
United States. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British representatives 
agreed with Marshal Foch’s proposals. 

M. SgiAloja said he had no objections to formulatA 
M. Matsui said that he was not entirely familiar with 
the question. 

General Weygand commented and explained briefly the note in cjuestion, 
M. Matsui said that he had no objections to present. 

It was agreed that ; 

The Conference of Military Experts of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers provided for by Article 163 of the Peace Treaty to determine the 
reduction of effectives to be imposed on Germany for each period of 
3 months following the coming into force of the Treaty, should be composed 
of the presidents and of the most important members of the Inter- Allied 
Commissions of Control constituted in conformity with articles 203-210, 
and chosen in such a way that all the Allied and Associated Powers be 
represented in the said Conferences. 

The President of the Inter- Allied Military Commission of Control should 
be charged with deciding the composition of this Conference and the dates 
of its sessions in agreement with the presidents of the Naval and Aerial 
Commissions. 

7 - 

„ ■ t n (This Ouestion was adjourned.) 

Communication to Ger- J ' 

man Government relative 
to the Evacuation of the 
Baltic Provinces 

8 . (The Council had before it a note from the Commission on Execution of 
Note from th^Commis- Treaty Clauses, asking that the German Government 

Sion on Execution of the requested to notify the Allied and Associated Powers of 
Treaty Clauses relative the Government property in German territory to be ceded 
to German Properly in to Poland. (See Appendix E.)) 

to be ceded to Eyre Growe said that he was prepared to accept tlie 

° ^ proposals contained in the note, 

Mr, Polk said that he was likewise prepared to accept the same, but 

3 Not printed. In this note Marshal Foch cited the first sentence of the third paragraph 
of article 163 of the Treaty of Versailles, and referred to articles 203-10 providing for tire 
constitution of Interallied Commissions of Control. The note continued: Tt seems in- 
dispensable to select these military experts provided for by Article 163 from amongst the 
Interallied Commissions of Control which, by the very reason of their mission, shall be in 
possession of all the elements intelligently to decide the reductions of effectives to be fixed 
for Germany for each- period of three months,’ In conclusion Marshal Foch submitted to 
the Supreme Ciouncil the resolution which it adopted. 
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Control under Articles 
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wished to reserve his final decision until he had consulted the United States 
expert in the matter. (Mr. Polk later notified the Secretariat-General that 
he had no objections to formulate.) 

It was decided ; to accept the proposals in the note of the Commission on 
Execution of the Treaty Clauses. (See Appendix E.) 

It ivas further decided to request the German Government to furnish 
the Allied and Associated Powers all information relative to all Govern- 
ment property, which is required to be turned over to Poland within the 
territory to be ceded to the latter, under the terms of the Treaty wth 
Germany. 

9. (The Council had before it two notes of the German Delegation dated 
respectively August ist and August 5th (see Appendixes 
Eupe^atfd^Mlimedv together with a proposed reply thereto submitted 

by the Committee on the Execution of the Glauses of the 
German Treaty. (See Appendix H.)) 

Mr. Polk said that he had a slight change to propose in the text of the 
reply. In the 3rd paragraph (English text) the expression, ‘with the sole 
re. 4 ervation that the League of Nations might later order the return to Ger- 
many of the whole or part of these territories’, appeared. He believed that 
the use of the word ^migkf in this connection was not strictly in accordance 
with Article 34 of the Peace Treaty and the covering letter sent to the German 
Delegation on June i6th, 1919. As the text now stood the proposed reply 
stated in substance that the League of Nations might disregard the wishes of 
the majority of the inhabitants of Eupen and Malmedy, whereas, the cover- 
ing letter referred to had said that, in the cases of the territories which it was 
proposed to transfer from Germany to Denmark and Belgium, this transfer 
would only take place as the result of a decision of the inhabitants themselves 
taken under conditions which would insure complete freedom of vote.. 

He proposed that the word ‘might’ should be changed to read ‘will’. 

M. Laroche said that Article 34 of the Treaty with Germany did not 
impose a fixed obligation upon the League of Nations to return the territory 
in question to Germany, should the majority of the population express its 
wish in that direction. He thought that a moral obligation was imposed 
upon the League of Nations but not an absolute one. The text of the reply 
as it stood seemed to him to clearly express the obligation created by the 
article in question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with M. Laroche’s interpretation 
of the matter. 

M. Laroche added that the change proposed by Mr. Polk might result 
in adding something to the Treaty which was not included therein. 

(After some further discussion on the matter Mr. Polk withdrew his 
proposal for the change in question, and 

It was decided that the reply to the German notes on Malmedy and 
Eupen, as submitted by the Committee on the Execution of the Clauses 
of the German Treaty, be accepted.) 
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10. (The Council had before it a letter from the British Delegation dated 
August 26th. (See Appendix L)) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the matter in question was 
of small importance but that he wished to obtain the 
decision of the Council before taking any action thereon. 
It had been originally agreed that the final text of the 
German treaty should alone be made public, and that the preliminary condi- 
tions of peace as handed to the Germans should be kept secret. However, 
the difierent notes which had been exchanged between the German Delega- 
tion and the Allies had appeared in the newspapers of several countries. 
Some of the passages in these notes were rendered unintelligible by the fact 
that they referred to clauses which had been proposed for the Treaty and 
later modified or withdrawn. These clauses had not been made public 
coincidently with the notes. The British Government wished to publish the 
clauses referred to in the notes as Annexes to the latter, but before so doing 
was anxious to obtain the approval of the Supreme Council. 

M. Gambon asked whether it was desired to publish ail the clauses which 
had been omitted from the final Treaty or only those to which reference had 
been made in the notes in question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that only those referred to in the notes were 
contemplated. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Treaty as originally presented to the Ger- 
man Delegation had not been published in the Allied countries, as it had 
been made public in Germany. 

Sir Eyre Crowe answered that it had not been possible to publish it in 
the British Empire because by so doing the Houses of Parliament would have 
been entitled to have the Treaty before them and to discuss the same even 
before it was known whether or not Germany would accept it. The mere fact 
that the preliminary Treaty had appeared in Germany did [?not] render its 
presentation to the British Parliament necessary. 

M. Cambon asked that the decisions might be adjourned until he had had 
an opportunity to consult M. Clemenceau. 

M. Sgialoja pointed out that this was a mere question of form in view of 
the fact that publication had actually been made in many countries. 

M. Gambon said that there was a difference between official and unofficial 
publication. 

(It was decided to adjourn the decision of this question until the following 
day.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

H6t.el de Crillo?i, Paris, 

September 26, igig. 
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Appendix A to No, 65 

Telegram from Lord Curzon to Sir Eyre Crowe. September sj, igig 
German Tank Steamers 

The Organizing Committee of the Reparations Commission referred this 
c|uestion to the A.M.T.E. on August 29th, with the knowledge of the American 
Representative on that Committee, Mr. F. J. \sic\ Dulles. At the meeting of the 
A.M.T.E. held on September 17th, Mr. Anderson, who represented the United 
States, handed in to the Supreme Economic Council a memorandum with reference 
to the question. This memorandum was signed by Captain Tobey, U.S.N. 

It was accordingly decided by the A.M.T.E. that the questions should be 
submitted to the Supreme Economic Council. Mr. Anderson concurred in this 
decision. The recommendation which the A.M.T.E. forwarded to the Supreme 
Economic Council was substantially as follows: — 

‘Allocate the tank steamers to Allied management along with other vessels to 
which claims were put forward under the terms of the Armistice, and, at any rate 
for their first voyage, use them for the transport of oil to Germany.” 

The representative of the United States on the A.M.T.E. intimated that if the 
Supreme Economic Council, by adopting this resolution, should approve the 
revocation of the clause in the Brussels Agreement'^ whereby these German tank 
steamers were provisionally exempted, no objection would be raised and on 
September 30th® the Supreme Economic Council confirmed the resolution by 
the A.M.T.E. 

No promise has been given to Germany with respect to these steamers nor have 
the Germans raised any objection to surrendering them but have, on the contrary, 
prepared them for surrender and have furnished them with coal only for the journey 
to the Firth of Forth. No breach of faith with Germany is therefore involved. 

Neither the A.M.T.E. nor the Supreme Economic Council has any knowledge 
of the decision of the Supreme Council mentioned in your telegram of yesterday. 

A full report is being sent for the information of the Supreme Council by the 
President of the Allied Naval Armistice Commission. 

In view of a report received from H.M.S. Coventry that a seaman’s strike is 
imminent at Hamburg the tank steamers were ordered to the Firth of Forth on 
September 23rd, and the Ministry of Shipping put forward a strong plea that the 
action already taken should not be interfered with. 

The following is the passage referred to: — ‘This action was in contradiction 
with the resolution of the Supreme Council, which had decided, in view of the 
pressing need of oil in Germany, to leave these ships in German hands.’ 


Appendix E to No. 65 
Document i 


Committee on the Execution of the Political Clauses of the Treaty with 
„ , . Germany 

i ranslatton n , < t 

PARIS, September 5, igrg- 

The circular hereto annexed® from the German Financial Minister, remitted to 
the Peace Conference by the Polish Delegation, expressly states (Article 3): ‘It is 


See No. 66, appendix A. s in error for September 20. 

^ Document 2 in this appendix. 
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necessary to supervise as regards these acts ... 7 etc.^ which establish the exact 
value of all the property before being remitted (to Poland) does not fall into Polish 
hands, [.ric] etc.’ 

The Committee on the Execution of the Political Glauses of the Treaty with 
Germany estimates that, on the contrary, the German Government is obliged to 
communicate to the Allied and Associated Governments all information concern- 
ing this property, and js of the opinion that the Conference should inform the 
German Delegation of it. 

Document 2 

Minister of Finance. 

S.J. 1657. 

Copy. Translation. 

BERLIN, July 14, igig. 

According to Article 256 of the Peace Treaty, the States which are to take 
possession of German territories will also take possession of all the domains and 
of all the property of the German Empire and of the German States which is 
found on the said territories. 

The domains situated in the territories which are not yet occupied by the Poles 
shall be ceded to the Polish Government according to a method established before- 
hand. As it is possible that the cession will take place very soon, it is necessary to 
take the necessary measures at this time for the determining of the bases accoi'ding 
to which the beneficiary state will pay indemnities for the domains acquired. 
Therefore, in accord with the cointerested parties, I draw up the following : 

1. All the services are instructed to prepare as soon as possible two copies of the 
Conventions concerning the delivery of all state property administered over by 
them. As instructions have been given concerning this matter on several occasions, 
a regulation of uniform indications is judged as superfluous. However, it is none 
the less necessary to be guided by the following indications : 

[a) It is absolutely necessary to avoid specifying the value of the domains in 
the course of the negotiations; it is necessary, on the contrary, to make a summary 
expose of the general condition, an expose in which account could be taken in the 
appraisement, of the location, extent of the lands, number of buildings, rooms in 
the buildings, condition of the culture in the property and in the forests. 

{b) An exact and separate list must be made of the objects to be delivered. A 
short explanation must be given concerning objects of special value. These docu- 
ments should not be considered as inventories. 

[c) The office through which the delivery is to be made must be accurately 
indicated on the first page. 

2. The two copies concerning tJie delivery negotiations must be signed ]>y the 
assignor and assignee. A copy shall be remitted to the Service of State which takes 
possession of the domains and the second immediately returned to the competent 
Minister. Should it be difficult to obtain the signature of the service representing 
the assignee, the two copies of the pourparlers must be returned to the competent 
Minister. 

3. It is necessary to supervise as regards these Acts, etc., which establish the exact value of 
all the property before being remitted, does not fall into Polish hands [sic]. It is necessary 

^ Punctuation as in original. 
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therefore that all the documents concerning this question be remitted to the service which should 
retain the documents not destined to he remitted. In returning the documents co?icerning the 
negotiation to the competent Minister the place where they had been sent must be designated at 
the time. 

4. All these provisions refer as well to all the domains of the State which 
belonged to the former Kingdom of Poland and which according to Chapter 92^ 
Art. 3, of the Peace Treaty shall be returned to Poland without indemnity. Every- 
thing relating to the elucidation of the appurtenances of the domain of the former 
Kingdom of Poland must be brought to the attention of the said service under 
No. 3. 

5. It is not necessary, for the time being, to prepare the negotiations concerning 
the delivery of the domains in the districts submitted to a plebiscite or in the 
arrondissement of Memel. 

But all these provisions are applicable to the territories attributed to the free city of Dantzig. 

6. Regarding the property of the administration of the railroads, a special order 
of the Minister of Public Works is to be followed. 

Signature. 

Court of Appeals at Marienw^erder. 

July 17, 1919. 

To The Judge of the Court of Appeals. 

To The Procureur of the Court of Appeals, i. A. 49. 

10265. 

This copy is brought to the attention of the Court in order that the necessary 
measures may be taken. Referring to Chapter No. 3 it should be not[ed] that all 
the acts and all the documents concerning the matter as well as the elucidations 
annexed should be sent to the Court of Appeals at Elblong [? Elbing], 

Shelhan 

Appendix F to No. 65 
The President of the German Delegation. 

VERSAILLES, August I, igig. 

To His Excellency, M. Glemenceau, President of the Peace Conference. 

Mr. President: — 

Following up my note of July 13,® I have the honour to inform your Excellency 
that the Belgian administrative controller at Eupen has sent the following notice 
to the Council of the Gii'cle and to the Mayor of the town of Eupen: 

‘Since the signature of Peace and by its ratification, Germany has renounced 
all its rights over the circles of Eupen and Malmedy, since from that time it has 
been necessary to direct administrative affairs while awaiting other more complete 
measures, I feel called upon to ask you to avoid treating further, insofar as po.ssible, 
v/ith the German administrations. I think that you should only treat with the 
German administrations in liquidating your business affairs or in asserting your 
rights. In any event, all the orders of Berlin have no value whatsoever. Insofar 
as tiie regency of Aix-la-Ghapelle is concerned, I deny it all jurisdiction in the 
circle of Eupen. I dare to hope that you will immediately try to follow out this 

8 Not included in original of this appendix. 
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measure; I declare myself entirely disposed to direct you in the affairs under your 
jurisdiction and this in the interest of your administration and that of Belgium. 

‘The administrative controller of the Circle of Eupen 

Signed: Leon Xhaflaire [i'fr]’ 

The German Government requests that the substance of this notice be brought 
to the knowledge of the Belgian Royal Government. The German Government 
believes that the Belgian Royal Government will inform the administrative 
controller that such interference in the administration of the Circle of Eupen is 
not admissible until the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, and that, parti- 
cularly, the relations of the local authorities with the Regency of Aix-la-Ghapelle 
and the other administrative authorities must not, until then, be hindered in 
this way. 

Accept, etc. 

Freiherr von Lersner. 


Appendix G to No. 65 
The Chairman of the German Peace Delegation. 

VERSAILLES, AugUSt IQig . 

To : His Excellency, M. Glemenceau, President of the Peace Conference. 

Mr. President: — 

Referring to my note of August i, I have the honour to communicate the follow- 
ing to Your Excellency : — 

According to information from Herbesthal, the Belgian local Commander in 
that place has notified the Director of the railway station that the Herbesthal 
station and the other stations situated in the Eupen Circle were, in the next few 
days, to be taken under Belgian Administration. At the same time, he requested 
that the station officials be informed that, in case they desired to enter Belgian 
service, the Belgian Administration would continue to pay them their customary 
salary and allowances. Since the Local Commander has been contemplating the 
transfer, in the next few days, of the stations to Belgian Administration, he seems 
to be under the erroneous impression that the provisions of the Peace Treaty 
regarding the Circles of Eupen and Malmedy had already come into force, by 
the signing of the Treaty. 

The German Government begs that the request be transmitted to the Royal 
Belgian Government to instruct the officer mentioned, as well as the other Belgian 
Military and Civil Authorities in Eupen and Malmedy, among whom similar 
erroneous impressions seem to exist, concerning the legal status, and to call their 
attention to the fact that all measures, contemplated on the part of Belgium as a 
result of tlie present relinquishment of sovereignty over the two Circles by Germany, 
can only be carried out when the Peace Treaty in its relations between Germany 
and Belgium, has come into force. 

With regard to the possible taking over of the railroad officials, the German 
Government calls attention to the fact that the officials are not in a position, 
independently, without the approval of the Government which appointed them, 
to dispose of their services. The officials have been informed that negotiations 
concerning the question of officials are in the hands of the Imperial Ministry of 
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Foreign Affairs, and that special negotiations by individual authorities and 
officials would not be binding for the Government, 

The German Government would, on its side, deem it expedient if, during the 
period until the decision of the people as to the final lot of the Eupen and Malmedy 
Circles, the smallest possible number of changes would be made in the railway 
personnel as well as in the rest of the Civil Service, It is of the opinion that, 
according to the agreements referred to in the note of July 1 3,® concerning the 
execution of the provisions of the Peace Treaty pertaining to the district of Moresnet 
and the Circles of Eupen and Malmedy, precisely the taking over of the railway 
personnel and such railway questions should be dealt with, as demand a punctual 
settlement, in order that, after the coming into force of the Peace Treaty, the 
desired orderly continuation of traffic on the lines and of rail communications 
across the frontier may be assured, which would also be in the interest of the other 
Powers concerned with the occupation of Rhine territory. 

Accept, etc. 

Freiherr von Lersner. 


Appendix H to No. 65 

Proposed Reply to German Motes on Malmedy and Eupen^ as submitted by the Com- 
mittee on the Execution of the Clauses of the German Treaty 

Document i 

Translation 

The Committee on the Execution of the Clauses of the Peace Treaty has the 
honour to recommend for the approval of the Supreme Council the appended 
draft of answer to the notes of the German Delegation dated August i and 5 
relative to the measures adopted by the Belgian authorities in the circles of Eupen 
and Malmedy, 

September 5, 1919. 

Document 2 

Mr, President: 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your notes of August i and 5, 

The measures adopted by the Belgian authorities in the circles of Eupen and 
Malmedy seemed to have caused the German Government an emotion which is 
hard to understand. 

According to Article 34 of the Peace Treaty, Germany renounces in favour of 
Belgium all rights and titles over the territories which are making up the circles 
of Eupen and Malmedy, with the sole reservation that the League of Nations 
might later order the return to Germany of the whole or part of these territories, 
if, according to formalities determined by the same article, the majority of the 
population expresses the desire to do so. 

According to these provisions the sovereignty over those territories in question 
shall pass effectively to Belgium as soon as the Treaty goes into force, namely the 
day of the signing of the first proces-verbal de depdt of ratifications, if on this day the 
Belgian ratifications have been deposited. The obligation to proceed to a proper 
consultation within the forms fixed by Article 34 in no way effects [jir] the sovereign 
rights of Belgium. 



Tile Belgian Government shall therefore, from the going into force of the 
Treaty, have to provide for all the public positions in the ceded territories; the 
railroad employees are among the officials whose nomination it will have to see to. 

In taking at once the measures for the transfer of sovereignty and in prepar- 
ing measures which are of a nature to facilitate that transfer later, the Belgian 
authorities, far from overstepping their rights, have only in view the interest of the 
populations of the territories which will soon pass under Belgian Sovereignty. 

Besides, while waiting for the going into force of the Treaty, it is perfectly right 
for the Belgian authorities, as occupying power, to get into direct relations with 
the employees of the administration of Prussian railroads. 

The Belgian Government does not refuse however to negotiate with the German 
Government regarding the questions relative to the execution of the Treaty, either 
within the circles of Eupen and Malmedy, or within the neutral Moresnet and the 
Prussian Moresnet. The only condition placed upon such negotiation is that the 
German government does not contest in any way the value of the sovereign rights 
of Belgium as they are recognized by the Treaty of June 28 over the territories 
dealt with in Articles 32, 33 and 34 of that Treaty. 

Please accept, etc. 

Appendix I to No. 65 

British Delegation. 

PARIS, August 26 f igig. 

To Secretary-General Dutasta. 

It has been promised to the British Parliament that the publication of the Peace 
Treaty with Germany in its final form would be completed by tha t of the other 
annexed documents so as to constitute a complete historical document. However, 
in order to make certain later documents fully intelligible, it would be well to 
publish at least certain parts of the first draft of that treaty. 

It is however difficult to proceed thus in view of the fact that the former Supreme 
Council has decided that the Peace Treaty with Germany should be published only 
in its final form. To conquer this difficulty it is now proposed to place in a column 
opposite the coiTesponding part of the final text the parts of the first draft [? which] 
were later modified. This proposal has been submitted to the Prime Minister and 
has received his approval. Consequently, I have the honour to ask Your Excellency 
to kindly submit it to the examination of the Supreme Council in view of obtain- 
ing, if possible, the adhesion of the other representatives to the procedure suggested. 

I can add that the German Society of the League of Nations has published the 
primitive text of the Treaty in English, French and German, that it seems certain 
that that publication has met with a great success in Germany and in the neutral 
countries and that a great number of copies have been introduced into the Allied 
countries. It is therefore evident that the publication of the excerpts of the primi- 
tive text would reveal nothing which is not already known. 

Please accept, etc. 



No. 66 


H. D. 62.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichofi^s Room at the Quai d" Or say ^ Paris ^ on Saturday, 

September sy, 1919, at 10.90 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretaries, Mr. H. Norman, Hon, H. 
Nicolson, 

France'. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de St. 
Quentin. 

Italy'. M, Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan'. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.'. Mr. G. Russell. British Empire'. Capt. 

Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A. : Mr. J. B. Scott, Mr. E. L. Dresel. 

British Empire: General Groves, General Sykes, General Sackville-West, 
Lieutenant- Colonel Kisch, Lieutenant-Commander Dunne, Mr. 
Ibbetson-James, Mr. Brigstocke. 

France: M. Glaveiile, M. Loucheur, M. Berenger, M. Laroche, Com- 
mander Levavasseur, M. Fromageot, Captain Roper. 

Italy: M. Galli, M. Ricci Busatti, Admiral Orsini, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Guidoni, Lieutenant-Colonel Piccio. 

Japan: M. Nagaoka. 

I. The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation of Sep- 

Germai O'l appendix A). 

Tank Ships L^^^CHEUR said that he wished to make a brief summary of 

what had taken place. The Inter- Allied Maritime Transport 
Council had taken decisions in regard to the distribution of the German 
Oil Tank Ships which had, in accordance with the Brussels decision, been 
left temporarily to Germany, At a meeting which had taken place in London, 
it had been decided upon request of the American Delegate that the question 
should be referred for a definite decision to the Supreme Economic Council. 
The Council had met at Brussels on the 20th September. Unfortunately an 
incident had occurred which was the cause of the present discussion. A 
telegram sent to Brussels by the American Delegation had arrived in a 
mutilated condition. It was necessary to ask for a repetition which had arrived 
too late. When the Supreme Economic Council confirmed the resolution 
of the A.M.T.E. it believed that it was acting in full accord with the views of 
the American Delegation. He wished to call the attention of the Council 
to the following points: (i) The German Oil Tank Ships had been left to 
Germany only temporarily and the Inter-Allied Council at London was 
alone competent to decide as to their allocation. It was not a matter for the 
Committee on the Organization of the Reparations Commission. It was a 
question of a distribution made by virtue of the Armistice. The American 
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Delegation held that it had been decided to leave these ships to Germany to 
assure the transport of oil. There was a disagreement on this point. The 
ships had not been left indefinitely to Germany and the proof of this lay in 
the fact that, far from protesting against giving up the ships, the German 
Government had given orders for their delivery, (2) That the Standard Oil 
Company claimed that the ships belonged to it because the Company 
owned ail the stock of the German Company which owned the ships in 
question. He wished to say with reference to this point that that was a 
question which could not be dealt with at the moment and was a matter for 
the Reparations Commission. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed that the ciuestion should not be discussed 
at present. 

M. Lougheur said that his next point was : (3) That the ships ought not 
to lie idle. There was a shortage of tonnage from which all the world, includ- 
ing Germany, suffered. There was no doubt but that Germany needed oil 
and it was necessary to furnish it. The Standard Oil Company was prepared 
to furnish credit to Germany for oil and asked that the ships in question be 
placed at its disposal for the purpose of effecting the delivery. He wished to 
suggest, as his own opinion, the following : 

The German ships in question would be turned over to the Powers in 
accordance with the decision of the A.M.T.E. They should immediately 
undertake a voyage to transport oil furnished by the Standard Oil Company 
to Germany with the understanding that the Standard Oil Company should 
open a credit of sufficient length of time to make it unnecessary to ask 
Germany at an early date to use part of its gold supply to pay for the oil. 

Mr. Polk said that he would like to ask whether the decision taken in 
London provided for a definite or only temporary allocation of these ships. 

M. Lougheur replied that it was only a question of temporary allocation. 

M. Henry Berenger said that the distribution had been made in the 
following manner and that with the exception of the American Delegate 
there had been a unanimous opinion. The percentage of losses during the 
war had been taken into consideration and on this basis France had received 
50 per cent of the tonnage (30,000 tons dead weight and 23,000 tons gross 
weight), Italy 10,000 tons and Belgium 12,000 tons. It had been decided 
that Great Britain should receive three-quarters of the remainder, and 
America one-quarter. The reasons for this decision v^ere as follows. Of the 
47 German Oil Tank Ships existing at the outbreak of the war, 1 7 had taken 
refuge in American ports; 5 had been destroyed; 14 were discovered at 
Hamburg and 7 had not been found. The Shipping Board had opened an 
investigation to ascertain where these ships were. They were the ships which 
were to be divided between Great Britain and the United States and tlieir 
value was considerable. The distribution had been made in accordance with 
the terms of the Armistice and were [jzV] effective until the moment when, 
after the Treaty of Peace became effective, the Reparations Commission 
should take definite steps as to the final division of the ships in question. Of 
the 14 ships found at Flamburg, only 1 1 were available. Of these 7 belonged 
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to the Deutscli-Amerikanisclie Petroleum Gesellschaft, two to the Deutsche 
Erdoei Gesellschaft, and two to Messrs. Albrecht. 

Mr, Polk asked whether the 1 1 ships would be used for a voyage to 
Germany. 

M. Lougheur replied that they would, and that, if the question of making 
a second voyage should arise, it would be necessary for the Supreme Council 
to re-examine the question. 

M. Henry Berenger said that M. Loucheur’s proposal was in conformity 
with the resolution taken by the A.M.T.E. He wished to make certain 
points clear, and to ask whether it was the Standard Oil Company alone 
which should furnish Germany with the oil which was needed. There were 
other American Companies. He asked whether a contract existed and whether 
part of the price had already been paid. Mr. Polk had said so a few days 
before and the ‘New York Herald’ had published his statement. He also wished 
to ask whether the Standard Oil Company was prepared to make a long 
term credit. The representatives of that company, who had called upon 
him on the preceding day, had made no definite statement on that subject. 

M. Lougheur said that he wished to point out that Germany could not 
dispose of her funds without the authorization of the Financial Commission. 
It was proposed to notify Germany that she should make contracts with 
whatever American company she wished to and it was the duty of the 
Financial Commission to examine the conditions of payment. It was there 
that the question of a long term credit would be passed upon. 

Mr. Polk said that he was certain that no money had passed but he 
would ask for complete information and would be glad to furnish such 
information to the Council. He wished to ask under what conditions the 
ships would be navigated and by what crews they would be manned. 

M. Lougheur replied that the ships would fly the flag of the nation to 
which they had been allocated temporarily and also the Inter-Allied flag. 

M. Henry Berenger said that, so far as the officers and crews of these 
ships were concerned, it had been decided, and Germany had made no 
objections, that they should be manned by officers and crews of the Allied 
nations in question. 

Mr. Polk said that, if he understood correctly, there was no question of 
the ships being allocated to the United States. The suggestion had been 
made that the United States guarantee their return. He was willing, if the 
Naval Armistice Commission desired it, to give an assurance on this subject. 
It was understood that the Standard Oil Company could not keep these 
ships which they claimed as their property. 

Sir Eyre Grow'^e said that he considered it important that the Armistice 
Commission should be notified without delay and that a telegram should be 
transmitted to them on that day. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the provisional exemption of tankers granted at Brussels on the 
14th March, 1919, should be cancelled. This cancellation should be 
without prejudice to any previous action taken by the A.N.A.G. ; 
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(2) that the vessels should be delivered for temporary management to the 

Allied and Associated Governments according to the decision decided 
on by the A.M.T.E. on the 17th September, 1919, under the usual 
armistice terms which should in no way prejudice the final decision 
to be made by the Reparations Commission provided for by the 
Treaty of Versailles ; 

(3) That, should the German Government so desire, the said ships should 

be employed under the above terms for one voyage for the con- 
veyance of oil to Germany ; should a second voyage be asked for by 
the German Government, the matter would be again referred to the 
Supreme Council; 

(4) that in consequence the said vessels should be sent forthwith to the 

Firth of Forth in compliance with the instructions of the A.N.A.Cd 

The Council also took note of Mr. Polk’s declaration to the effect that he 
was prepared 

(1) to give assurance that no payment had as yet been made by Germany 

for the delivery of the oil in question and 

(2) to furnish to the Naval Armistice Commission, if they should desire it, 

an assurance that the vessels in question would not be retained by 
the United States. 

2 . 

Authorisation for German [Not printed] 

ships to proceed to Turkish 

ports 

3. Mr. Polk brought to the attention of the Council the resume of certain 
Communication to the conversations which had taken place at Versailles between 
German Government an American Representative and Baron von Lersner (see 
relative to the evacua- Appendix C) . He wished to add that Baron von Lersner 
tion of the Baltic Pro- desired to emphasize the point that the Alliedand Associated 
Governments should make a distinction between the German 
Government and the German people. They should make the threat to the 
German people in such a form as to make them understand the harm which 
their Government was doing in supporting the military party. Baron von 
Lersner said that the movement in the Baltic Provinces was clearly re- 
actionary in character. He (Mr. Polk) desired to make it clear that the 
American Delegation did not agree with what Baron von Lersner had said. 
He (Mr. Polk) felt strongly that it was entirely possible for the German 
Government to stop rationing the army of General von der Goltz by closing 
the East Prussian frontier. 

M. Berthelot said that there was serious grounds for doubting the 
good faith of the German Government in this matter. 

M. PiCHON said that on that very morning the newspapers had published 
a telegram from Berlin which contained a report from the German Con- 

^ The above resolution is printed with verbal variation in Papers relating to the Foreign 
Relations oj the United States vol. ii, p. 547. Gf. passim for American documents relating 

to this question. 
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servative Press in regard to an exchange of letters between the British 
General Burt^ and General von der Goitz.^ General von der Goltz had used 
most insolent language to General Burt. He had threatened to break all 
relations with him and to expel British subjects from the territories under 
German occupation. He expressed the hope that the German Government 
would I'eply to the ‘injurious pretentions'* which the Entente Mission thought 
themselves able to address to a German General in a foreign coiintry-j in a 
befitting manner. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this letter only strengthened the opinion of his 
Government that it was necessary to take action as quickly as possible. 

M. Fromageot read the draft note to the German Delegation prepared 
by the Drafting Committee in accordance with the resolution taken Vjy the 
Council on the 25th of September (see Appendix D). He said that in the 
first paragraph on the second page^ the Drafting Committee had substituted 
the words, ‘ail troops" for the words, ‘these troops’, which appeared in the 
draft previously prepared by the British Delegation. The Committee had 
desired in this manner to refer to all German troops, no matter under what 
authority they were. They desired also to omit the last sentence of the third 
paragraph on the second page,s which actually dealt with a matter of 
interior arrangement. It was hardly necessary to notify the Germans of the 
instructions given to the Supreme Economic Council. 

Mr. Polk said that America was not represented on the Supreme Econo- 
mic Council and for this reason he wished to ask if the German demands 
in question were pending before the Committee on the Organization of the 
Reparations Commission. 

M, Fromageot said that if there was any question the words ‘Supreme 
Economic Council’ could be removed wherever they appeared. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it had been decided to act immediately. The 
use of the future tense as in the words, ‘they will be forced’, tended to weaken 
the weight of the action. 

M. Fromageot said that the Committee had had a scruple upon the 
subject. They remembered that the Allied and Associated Powers had 
promised Germany in July that the blockade would be raised after Germany 
had ratified the Treaty. The Committee had wished to use an expression 
which would show that they were not unmindful of the former engagement 
which had been taken and that they took recourse to these measures only 
because Germany had failed to live up to her obligations. It would be 

2 Head of the British Military Mission at Riga, 

s This exchange of letters was published in the British press on September 29, 1919. 
See VoL III of this series. 

• 5 - Seventh paragraph of the draft note. 

s The reference was evidently to the ninth paragraph of the draft note (the fourth, not the 
third, paragraph on the second page of the original). 

For the withdrawal of American representation from the Supreme Economic Council 
after the departure of Messrs. Hoover and Dulles from Paris, see Mr, Polk’s telegram No. 
4197 of September 13, 1919, to Mr. Lansing and the reply thereto, printed in Papers relating 
to the Foreign Relations of the United States i$ig (Washington 1934.), vol. i, pp. S-g. 
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simpler to say, '^tiiey will take into consideration’, at the end of the para- 
graph; they would suppress the words ‘Supreme Economic Council’ wher- 
ever they occurred. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council had just decided to furnish oil if 
the supply of foodstuffs under discussion was to be stopped. ^ It should be 
understood that the Supreme Council were in a position, if they considered 
it advisable, to cancel the decision which they had just taken. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council were in agreement on this point, but that 
he did not consider it advisable to notify the Armistice Commission of this 
reservation. 

M. Fromageot said that in case the Council decided to hold up the 
repatriation of the German prisoners of war, the Committee had prepared a 
formula which could be inserted before the last paragraph on page two and 
which stated that the repatriation of German prisoners of war would be 
stopped from that day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought this formula was too definite. In 
spite of his repeated telegrams, he had so far not received instructions from 
his Government. When the subject had been previously discussed,® the 
Council had spoken of a total or partial suspension of repatriation. 

M. PiCHON said that he thought it would be better to make no mention of 
prisoners of war. 

M. Berthelot said that it was an efficacious means of pressure, even 
though it was somewhat objectionable. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought it would be advisable to make some 
intimation on the subject through the Press. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that at the meeting at which Mr. Lloyd George had 
been present, it had been decided to send the ultimatum through the inter- 
mediary of Marshal Foch.® Later they had thought of addressing the Ger- 
man Delegation. Now they had returned to the formula of the ultimatum. 
He thought it would produce a stronger effect if it was communicated to the 
German Government through the intermediary of Marshal Foch. From a 
technical point of view, he wished to say that all questions concerning the 
Armistice had been taken up with the German Government through the 
intermediary of Marshal Foch and in this particular case the C{uestioii was 
one relating to the terms of the Armistice. 

M. Fromageot said that the note of September 231x1*^’ had been addressed 
to Marshal Foch. 

Mr, Polk said that he had no objections to this procedure. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he suggested the advisability of making the 
note public. 

M. PiGHON said that the Press could be informed of the note on that day, 
and the terms could be published on the following Monday. 

’ The punctuation here is apparently defective. A possible emendation would be a full 
stop after ‘oil’ and a comma after ‘stopped’. 

8 See No. 64, minute 7. « : See No. 58, minute i. 

Apparently in error for September 3. See appendix D and note 16 below. 
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It was decided : 

(1) to accept tiie draft note to the German Government respecting the 

evacuation of the Baltic Provinces prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee with the modifications in text approved by the Council (see 
Appendix E). 

(2) to transmit this note to the German Government through the inter- 

mediary of the Marshal, Commander in Chief of the Allied Armies ; 

(3) to notify the press of the transmission of this note and to make pnbKc 

the text on the 29th of September.” 

It was also decided: 

that the Council, in conformity with the spirit of this note, should 
reserve the right to stop, if they should consider it advisable, the cargoes 
of oil, the delivery of which to Germany had been authorized by the Council. 

4. M. Fromageot read and explained a note of the i8th of September 
Note from the addressed by the Drafting Committee to the Supreme Council 
Drafting Corn- on the subject of the Air Convention which had been adopted 
rniitee on the by the Supreme Council at its meeting of September loth. (See 
Air Convention Appendix F.) 

The Proposals of the Committee were adopted except in regard to Article 18 
respecting which the following discussion took place : 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Article raised very delicate questions. If 
the Article were entirely suppressed the result might be that aircraft might, 
upon landing in a foreign country, be prevented from flying for an mdefi.nite 
period, on the ground that some breach of patent had taken place. He 
wished to have it stated definitely that in a case of this kind the aircraft 
would not be detained. 

M. Fromageot said that the same question had arisen in the Automobile 
Convention and at that time it was considered advisable to omit the Article. 
In point of fact there was no danger that aircraft would be detained for 
months. It would be sufficient to avoid detention to deposit a bond. It was 
possible to maintain the article under discussion, but there was no doubt 
that certain of the Powers would make reservations. 

Captain Roper said that the French Delegation had made a reservation 
in respect of this Article for the purpose of protecting industrial property. 
They could not agree that a foreigner knowingly committing a breach of 
patent should land in France and leave without being disturbed. The 
detention of the aircraft in question appeared to be the only method of 
dealing with the situation, but in view of the fact that the Legal Advisers of 
the Conference were of the opinion that industrial property would be ec|ualiy 
well protected if after their detention the deposit of a bond were called for, 
the French Delegation would withdraw their reservation against Article 18 
upon condition that the last sentence, concerning suits to be brought in the 
country of origin against the aircraft, be eliminated. 

” The note was published in the British press on September 30, 1919. This English text 
was not identical with that in appendix E ; the published text appears to have been a slightly 
variant translation of the French text. 
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Sir Eyre Crowe said that he was willing to accept the suppression of such 
a statement. He suggested that the Article be referred to the Drafting 
Committee which should endeavour to modify it, so that the right of deten- 
tion or seizure should be limited by the right to set the aircraft free upon the 
deposit of a bond. 

M, PiCHON said that he would agree to this. 

M. Matsui said that he was obliged to make a reservation. His Govern- 
ment was not yet in possession of the text of the Convention. A period of 
six months had been allowed in which each Power might say whether or not 
it agree. 

Mr. Polk said that the United States had also made a reservation and 
understood that they would be given a period of six months in which to 
communicate their reply. 

It was decided: 

(1) that the Drafting Committee should he called upon to modify the text 

of Article 18 of the Convention Relative to Air Navigation in such a 
manner as to make it possible for aircraft to avoid detention for 
violation of patent hy depositing a security. 

(2) to accept, with reference to Articles 15, 22, 24, 34, and 36 the proposals 

of the Di'afting Committee. (See Appendix F.) 


5. M. Berthelot said that he was directed by M. Clemenceau to say that 
he considered it inadvisable to publish portions of the Condi- 
Publicahon of Docu- Qp Peace in their original text. Pie was not opposed to 

mme to t u publication of all of the text and of the notes which had 

Treaty of Peace with , ^ 

Germany exchanged in the premises with the German Govern- 

ment, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said he agreed in principle, but the publication of the 
whole of the text might be somewhat expensive. He would refer the matter 
to his Government. 

(The question was adjourned.) 


6. 


Lmnlon in !k Treaty 
with Plmgary of an Article 
identical with Article 310 
of the Treaty ivith Austria 


7 . (The Council had before it a memorandum from Mr. Hoover asking that 
Creation of a Commission ^ Committee be formed to make arrangements for and 
to Study the Repatriation undertake the repatriation of the German, Austrian and 
of German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners in Siberia. (See Annex H.^^) 
Hungarian Prisoners in ]\/[^ Berthelot said that the Council would, without 
question, be unanimous in approving Mr. Hoover’.s 

On the proposal of the British delegation it was decided to request the Drafting 
Committee to insert an article in the treaty of peace with Hungary identical with article 
310 of the treaty with Austria. 

Not printed. In this memorandum, dated July 26, 1919, Mr. Hoover stated: ‘It 
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proposal. It was a question of humanity, but he felt that it should be under- 
stood that, before repatriating the Germans and others, it would be necessary 
to repatriate the fifty thousand Gzecho-Slovak troops who were at present in 
Siberia, 

Mr. Polk said he agreed with M. Berthelot, There were a number of 
difficult questions in connection with the repatriation of these prisoners, just 
as there were in the case of the Gzecho-Siovak troops, but as the question of 
the repatriation of the latter was being considered at the present time, it 
would be possible to study at the same time the questions relating to the 
Germans and Austrians. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he felt some doubt as to whether the nomina- 
tion of a Commission would bring about practical results, 

M. PiGHON thought that there might be favourable results and that they 
would lead to a means of repatriating the Gzecho-Slovak troops. 


(It was decided; 

that a Commission composed of one American, British, French, Italian 
and Japanese officer should be created to deal with the repatriation of 
German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners in Siberia. 

It was also decided : 

that the repatriation of the Gzecho-Slovak troops in Siberia should be 
effected before that of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners.) 


8. (The signature then took place of the decision previously taken by the 
Signature of the Deci- Council for the organization of a plebiscite in the Duchy 
sion taken by the Prin- of Teschen and in the districts of Spis and Orava.’^'^^ 
cipal Allied and The decision was signed by Mr. Polk, Sir Eyre Crowe, 
Associated Powers for M. Pichon, M. Scialoja and M. Matsui.) 
the Organization of a 
Plebiscite at Teschen 


(The meeting then adjourned.) 


appears that there are some 200,000 German-Austrian and Hungarian prisoners in Siberia, 
and that these prisoners are suffering greatly and are a constant menace to the Siberian 
Government, There are also certain Polish prisoners and civilians now scattered all over 
the world who will require more systematic assistance at repatriation, but there is an entire 
deficiency of funds with which to pay the incidental expenses. There are probably also 
other odd lots of expatriates of various nationals as the result of the war, w'ho need systematic 
repatriation. It would appear to me that this problem requires definite organization.’ Mr. 
Hoover went on to propose ‘that a Commission, comprising a British, French, American 
and Italian military officer, should be set up and undertake the management of this re- 
patriation’ in consultation with the Governments concerned. Mr. Hoover enclosed a British 
memorandum on Ex-Enemy Prisoners of War in Siberia and a memorandum on Polish 
Repatriation as ‘indicating the volume of the problem’ outlined by him. 

See No. 62, minute 2 and appendix B. 
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Appendix A to No. 66 
Mote on the German Tank Vessels 

Translation 
September 24, igig. 

Origin of the Question 

The Brussels Protocol concerning merchant tonnage is only the result of several 
interviews, notably those ofTreves of January 15-17 [1919] and of Spa of March 4, 

The surrender of the German merchant fleet w^as stipulated by Article VIII of 
the Convention renewing the Armistice signed at Treves on January 16. This 
article provided, to settle the details of execution, the conclusion of a civil agree- 
ment, which was signed in the same place on January 17, 

The Germans not having fulfilled their obligations, a meeting of experts was 
held at Spa. Admiral Hope, Chief of the Allied Delegation, submitted a note with 
two memoranda annexed, one relative to finances and the other dealing with 
tonnage. This latter memorandum defines the nature of the exemptions accorded 
and confirms clearly their revocability. 

The Germans, without raising objections to the terms of the memorandum, 
declared that they could not deliver their vessels without obtaining precise 
guarantees of food. 

Therefore the whole question of food supply, tonnage and finance was treated 
again at Brussels on March 13 and 14, 1919. 

The exemptions accorded, whose provisional character is emphasized in every 
particular case, form the subject of the first paragraph of Annex V/a (tonnage) of 
the Brussels Protocol. 

Concerning the tank vessels the drafting is perfectly clear; iiis in fact stipulated 
that ‘for the moment, the Associated Governments would not insist on the delivery 
of the tank-steamers’. 

Other exemptions granted at that time have since been revoked, for example 
those covered in paragraph 3 of § i of said Annex V/a. 

Point of Law 

A. Status of the vessels. 

Consequently the tank-steamers in question, included in the German fleet that 
is to be handed over to the Allies, remain still at their disposal. 

In March the Allies agreed not to insist on the immediate delivery solely 
because of tlie abundance of tank tonnage at that time available (on this subject 
see the English and German stenographic reports of the discussions). 

The Allies are therefore perfectly justified, in law^ in demanding the delivery of 
these steamers, and the Germans moreover cannot refuse them (see on this subject 
the telegrams exchanged between the ‘Coventry’ and the Admiralty). 

B. Competence. 

On February 4, the Allied Council of Maritime Transports asked the Supreme 
Council to sanction the creation of an organism charged with dealing with ail 
questions relative to enemy vessels. 

The Supreme Council referred this letter for decision to the Supreme Economic 
Council, w^hich in the meantime had been constituted, to decide among other 
questions those brought up by the application of the armistice (other than strictly 
naval, military or political questions). 



It is under these conditions that the Supreme Economic Council decided the 
question in its session of February 25, 1919 (paragraph 17 of the minutes). 

Since that time numerous questions brought up — not only on the subject of the 
assignment or reassignment of the enemy vessels, but also on the extension of 
the restriction of exemptions granted — were always decided without reference by 
the Supreme Economic Council (notably the exemption of the vessels between 
1600 and 2500 tons and the withdrawal of the exemption of food for the German 
army in G[oJuriand). 

There is so little question about this that in the note that the American Delegate 
addressed to the Allied Executive of Maritime Transports on September 1 7, this 
Delegate asks that the question be decided by the Supreme Economic Council. 

The Supreme Economic Council and the A.M.T.E. have therefore received 
explicit powers from the Allied and Associated Governments for all enemy vessels, 
whatever their status. 


Point of Fact 

The inclosed note of the Allied Executive of Maritime Transports*^ sums up this 
point perfectly, and the French Delegation has accepted it completely. 

On receipt of this note, the Supreme Economic Council took the decision which 
is entered as follows in the minutes of the meeting of September 20th: 

‘315 [316] — Delivery, of German Tank Steamers to the Allies, 

‘The President of the Transport Executive states the question and asks the 
Council to ratify the proposals contained in the note of the Transport Executive 
(document 291).*® 

‘Fie calls especial attention to the note of the American Delegate (annex B)*® in 
this document, requesting that the Supreme Economic Council be asked to decide 
on the revocation of the provisional exemption in regard to these vessels granted 
by the Brussels Agreement. 

‘The Council, by virtue of the powers vested in it by the Supreme Council at the 
time of the Brussels Agreement, decides to approve the proposal of the Transport 
Executive, as follows : 

‘i. That the provisional exemption of the German tank steamers granted at 
Brussels shall be revoked. This revocation shall go into force without affecting 
any measure previously taken by the permanent Naval Armistice Commission. 

‘2. That the vessels shall be delivered to the management of the Allied and 
Associated Governments under the ordinary Armistice conditions. 

‘3. That if the German Government desires, the vessels shall be employed, at 
least for one voyage, in carrying petroleum destined for Germany. 

‘It is recalled that the American Delegate of the Ti’ansport Executive declared 
that if the Supreme Economic Council approves of the revocation of the exemption, 
no objection would be raised by his Government to these resolutions. 

‘The French Delegation declares that it will insist to the French Ministry of the 
Navy that the Vesta be sent to Italy.’ 

The present situation is therefore as follows : 

1. The Supreme Economic Council, ratifying the proposition of the A.M.T.E., 
presented in agreement with the Permanent Naval Armistice Commission 
(P.A.N.A.G.), has decided that the vessels in question could not in any case be 
authorized to fly the German flag. 

2. These organizations agree with the Germans that the vessels in question be 

*5 Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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delivered to the Allies and fly the Interallied flag, under the general conditions 
fixed for the German boats delivered to the Associated Powers after the Armistice. 
(See telegrams P.A.N.A.G.) 

3. The Supreme Economic Council, ratifying the proposals presented by the 
A.M.T.E, at the request of the Committee of Organization of the Reparations 
Commission (itself acting at the instigation of the American Delegate), has 
decided that if .the German Government so desires, these vessels shall be assigned 
to carrying petroleum bought by Germany. 

The interests of the German supply are thus safeguarded in the method favoured 
by the American Government for the food supply. 

In fact the transport of petroleum is assured under the same conditions as that 
of the American supplies, and, since the furnishing depends only on the transport, 
Germany’s supply of mineral oils is assured. 

In point of law there can be no connection between the delivery of petroleum 
to be made by American private interests and the execution of Armistice Clauses. 


Appendix C to No. 66 
German Peace Delegation. 

VERSAILLES, September 26, igig. 

The German Government has for weeks been taking the greatest pains to with- 
draw the insubordinate troops from the Baltic provinces and Lithuania. The 
troops, in case of their continuing to disobey orders, have been threatened with the 
stoppage of food supplies, pay and all canteen service. General von der Goltz had 
summoned to this effect tlie leaders of all detachments to his headquarters. 
General von der Goltz has in point of fact followed all the instructions of the 
Government. He is now recalled, because he failed to carry through the orders of 
the Government, It must be admitted that in military quarters they fear that his 
successor will have still greater difficulty to succeed in obtaining the necessary 
authority against the insubordinate troops. The troops in the Baltic Provinces are 
partly demoralized. 

In order that the Allied and Associated Governments may form a correct idea 
of the situation in the Baltic Provinces, and in order to further the prompt evacua- 
tion of the Baltic Provinces as desired by the German Government themselves, the 
latter agree that a mixed German-Interallied Commission should proceed to the 
Baltic Provinces. 

The German Government deem it desirable that this Commission should travel 
via Berlin and should ascertain by direct negotiations with the German Govern- 
ment that Germany is willing to further the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces in 
every way. 

In order to hasten the evacuation tlie German Government have proceeded to 
execute the decision taken in the former Cabinet Council to stop the pay of the 
troops, and have given orders that all troops, who refuse to obey the command to 
return, are to receive no more pay. Orders have been likewise given that all 
refractory troops shall lose their claims to maintenance or pension. The Minister 
for Public Defence has, already a few days ago, despatched a special officer to 
Gouriand, who sends daily reports on the situation there and receives orders from 
Berlin.' : 

It is of great consequence to the German Government that Interallied representa- 
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tives should cooperate in the German-Interallied Commission, also on account of 
the fact that German Nationals established in the Baltic Provinces to flee [.yftf] 
from the country together with the retreat of the German troops. They do not 
wish to experience another summer there under Bolsheviki rule. It is a case of 
1 70,000 people, whose lives and property have to be protected. Germany is in no 
way in the position to procure, within the Empire, dwellings and food for these 
German subjects, established up to the present in the Baltic Provinces, After the 
retreat of the German troops they would have to be placed under the protection 
of the Entente. 

Up to the present time adventurers from all parts of the Empire have been 
trying, contrary to the wishes of the Gei’man Government, to join the troops in the 
Baltic Provinces. Sharp admonitions have been issued against these tendencies. 
The frontier has been closed; soldiers, who, nevertheless, endeavour to pass the 
frontiers are fired upon. All supplies of ammunition to the Baltic troops ha ve been 
strictly prohibited for weeks past. 

The Government have for the present deemed it preferable not to publish in 
the German press, as had been proposed, the menace of American reprisals, in 
order that no panic should arise from the impending occupation of further German 
districts. However, orders have been given to acquaint the troops of the Baltic 
Provinces at once with the threatened reprisals, in order that they may see the 
extent of the danger in case that they should not return. 

It is absolutely erroneous that a great proportion of the German people by open 
or clandestine means are supporting the troops in their insubordination. On the 
contrary the opinion prevails in Germany that the troops can in no case hold out 
any longer in the Baltic Provinces. Even the leading Conservative paper 'Kreuz- 
Zeitiing’ wrote last Wednesday that it is wise and necessary to put a stop to the 
existing state of affairs in the Baltic Provinces, and drew the attention to the 
necessity of good German relations with the Lettish and Lithuanian people, as well 
as with their newly arising states. 

A further question to be discussed with the Interallied Commission is the 
following : 

What is to become of the Russian detachments which remain in the Baltic 
Provinces, standing partly between the German troops. 

Appendix D to No. 66 

Frojel de Note d la Delegation Allemande au Sujet de rEvacuatim des Provinces 
Baltiques 

{Proposition du Comite de Redaction.) 

Aux termes de Particle XII de Parmistice du ii novembre 1918, PAllemagne 
souscrit Pengagement suivant: 

‘Toutes les troupes allemandes qui se trouvent actuellernent dans les territoires 
qui faisaient partie, avant la guerre, de PAuti’iche-Hongrie, de la Roumanie, de 
la Turquie, doivent rentrgr immediatement dans les frontieres de PAllemagne 
telles cj[u’elles etaient au premier aout 1914; 

‘Toutes les troupes allemandes qui se trouvent actuellernent dans les territoires 
qui faisaient partie, avant la guerre, de la Russie devront egalement rentrer dans 
les frontieies de PAllemagne definies comme ci-dessus, des cj[ue les Allies jugeront 
le moment venu, compte tenu de la situation de ces territoires.’ 
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A la date du 27 aout,’"' le Marechal de France commandant en Chef les armees 
ailiees et associeesj a fait connaitre que le moment etait venu pour rAllemagne 
d’evacuer lesdits territoires et a mis le Gouvernement allemand en demeure d'y 
proceder immediatemeiit. 

Par sa note du 3 septembred^ le Gouvernement allemand cherche a se soustraire 
k Fengagement ci-dessus rapp[ele] en alleguant des pretextes que les Puissances 
ailiees et associees ne sauraient admettre. 

Les Gouvernements Allies et Associes se refusent notamment a admettre que le 
Gouvernement allemand puisse, pour decliner la responsabilite qui lui incombcj 
se retrancher derriere I’impuissance ou il pretend sera pouver [? s’en trouver] 
d’imppser Fobeissance a ses troupes des regions baltiques. 

Ils invitent, en consequence, le Gouvernement allemand a proceder, sans aucun 
d€lai, a Fevacuation de toutes troupes allemandes, fitats-Majors et services 
compris, dans les provinces baltiques. Le Gouvernement allemand devra prendre 
egalement, sans delai, les mesures necessaires pour faire rentrer, dans les limites 
prevues, tous miiitaires allemands, qui, apres demobilisation, ont pris du service 
dans les corps russes organises dans lesdites provinces baltiques, s’abstenir de toute 
autorisation et imposer rigoureusement Finterdiction d’y prendre du service. 

L’evacuation devra etre entreprise imm^diatement et poursuivie sans 
interruption. 

Les Gouvernements allies et associes font connaitre que, jusqu’a ce qu’ils aient 
constatd que leur demande repoit entiere satisfaction, ils ne prendront en considera- 
tion aucune des demandes actuellement soumises au Gonseil Supreme l^conomique 
par le Gouvernement allemand, concernant le ravitaillement de FAllemagne en 
vivres et en matieres premieres. Ils ont, en consequence, donne au Gonseil Supreme 
ficonomique Finstruction de ne proceder a Fexamen d’aucune de ces demandes. 

En outre, les Gouvernements allies et associes refuseront toutes faciiitt^s 
financieres, dont actuellement le Gouvernement allemand profiterait ou qu’il 
recher[clier]ait aupres des Gouvernements allies et associes ou de leurs ressortissants. 
Si le Gouvernement allemand continue a ne pas remplir ses engagements, les 
Puissances alliffes et associees prendront toutes autres mesures qu’elles jugeront 
necessaires pour assurer Fexecution desdites clauses de Farmistice. 

Appendix E to No. 66 

J\fote to the German Government from the Allied and Associated Governments 

September sy, igig. 

According to the terms of Article XII of the Armistice of November 1 1, igi8, 
Germany subscribed to the following engagement: 

All German troops at present in any territory which before the war belonged 
to Austria, Hungary, Roumania, or Turkey shall withdraw within the frontiers 
of Germany as they existed on August i, 1914, and all German troops at present 
in territories which before the war formed part of Russia must likewise return 
to within the frontiers of Germany as above defined as soon as the Allies shall 
think the moment suitable, having regard to the internal situation of these 
territories. 

Under date of August 27, the Marshal of France, Commander-iii-Ghief of the 
Allied and Associated Armies, made known that the time had come for Germany 
For this correspondence see Vol. Ill of this series. 
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to evacuate the said territories and summoned the German Government to proceed 
thereto immediately. 

By its note of September 3, the German Government endeavoured to evade the 
engagement above referred to, by alleging pretexts which the Allied and Associated 
Powers are unable to consider. 

The Allied and Associated Governments refuse particularly to admit that the 
German Government can, in order to avoid the responsibility incumbent upon it, 
shield itself behind the alleged inability to enforce obedience of its orders by the 
troops in the Baltic regions. 

They therefore request the German Government to proceed without delay to 
the evacuation of all German troops, staffs and services included, now in the Baltic 
provinces. The German Government will immediately take the necessary steps to 
withdraw within the aforesaid boundaries all German officers and soldiers, who have 
enlisted, since demobilization, in Russian corps organized in the said Baltic provinces 
and will withhold authorization for and strictly forbid enlistment in the said corps. 

The evacuation must be started immediately and must continue without 
interruption. 

The Allied and Associated Governments hereby notify that until they are 
satisfied that their demand is being effectively executed they will not entertain 
any of the applications put forward by the German Government for the supply of 
foodstuffs and raw materials. They have consequently given instructions not to 
proceed with the examination of any of these applications. 

Furthermore the Allied and Associated Governments will I'efuse all financial 
facilities which the German Government is enjoying at the present time or which 
it is seeking from the Allied and Associated Governments or their nationals. 

In the event of non-compliance on the part of the German Government, the 
Allied and Associated Powers will take such mea.sures as they shall judge necessary 
to enforce the aforesaid terms of the Armistice. 

Appendix F to No. 66 
II [j-fc] Note to the Supreme Council 

Translation 
PARIS, September 18, igig. 

The Drafting Committee has finished drawing up, in view of its signature, the 
Convention on Aerial Navigation, adopted by the Supreme Council in its Session 
of September 10.'^ 

On that subject, the Drafting Committee has the honour to call the attention 
of the Supreme Council to the reservations made by several Delegations which 
are in disaccord relative to the following articles : 

1) Article 18 — That article solves certain questions of International Law in 
matters of industrial ownership (exemption of seizure in case of counterfeit, 
attribution of judicial jurisdiction). 

Nothing seems to prevent the signatory powers from making reservations on that 
article. The pure and simple suppression of that article can be conceived. The 
silence of the convention as regard automobiles creates a precedent. 

2) Article 22 — Alineas i, 2, and 5 (Right of Police for the States over their 
atmosphere) are the result of the principle of sovereignty established by article i . 
Their maintenance is therefore not necessary. 

’'7 See No. 55, minute i. 
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The Drafting Committee considers that it is not necessary to solve those general 
questions, a propos of a technical regulation of aerial navigation which makes the 
subject of the present Convention. 

Later agreements can regulate these questions of a purely judicial nature, if 
need be. 

3) Article ^4 — (International Commission on Aerial Navigation.) 

Cuba protests against the mode of the Constitution of that Commission. 

The Drafting Committee considers that this provision adopted by the Com- 
mission is the basis of the Convention, which each state is free to sign or not — and 
that reservations on that score are practically equal to a refusal to sign. 

4) — The United States have made reservations on articles 15, 24 and 36; the 
objections refer to questions of an internal nature and of customs. 

But a time limit of six months has been provided for the signing of the Conven- 
tion, precisely to settle these difficulties. 

Under these conditions, the Drafting Committee has the honour to propose to 
the Supreme Council: 

1 . — Article 18. Either suppress that article, or accept the reservations which the 
signatory powers wish to add to their signature. 

2. — Article 22. Suppress that article. 

3. — Article 34. Take no account of the Cuban protest. 

4. — Articles 15, 24 and 35. Make no objection to the provisional reservations made 
by the United States. 

For the Drafting Committee, 
Henri Fromageot, 

No, 67 

H. D. 63 .] Jsfotes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai dHrsay^ Paris, on Monday, 
September igig, at lo.go a.rn. 

Present; U.S.Ar. Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Bertheiot, M. de Saint Qjuentin. 
Italy: M. Sciaioja; secretary, M. Galli. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretarl^t; U.S.A,: Mr, C. Russell. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigii. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Gamerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral McGully, U.S.N., Colonel Browning, U.S.A., 
Mr. James Brown Scott. 

British Empire: Major-General Sir F. Sykes, Major-General Groves, 
Mr. Brigstocke, Lt.-Coionei Kisch, Commander Macnamara, Mr. 
Sherman, Commander Lucas. 

France: General Belin, M. Laroche, M. Seydoux, M. Karnmerer, 
M. Fromageot, Commander le Vava.sseur, Captain Roper. 

Italy: Admiral Orsini, Lt.-Colonel Piccio, General Gavallero, M. Ricci- 
■ Busatti. ^ 



1 . (The discussion on the British memorandum on this subject was postponed 
Germati Ships sold enable Sir Eyre Crowe to receive instructions from his 
dtiring the J'Var to Government. Mr. Polk also wished to consult his Govern- 
Dutch Navigation ment before the matter was brought before the Council.) 
Companies 

2, Captain Roper said that Article 202 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany 

specified that war material should be delivered to the Allied and 
■^'^sociated Powers after the Treaty came into force. In order that 
the German article might be carried out after the Treaty came into force, 
Govermnent important that this war material should not be alienated in 

any way or exported from Germany. The Allied and Associated 
Governments had addressed two notes to the German Government on the 
subject,^ The German Government had replied by a letter dated September 
8th sent through the Armistice Commission declining to agree to the obliga- 
tions placed upon the article by the Allied and Associated Governments. As 
information was constantly received to show new breaches by Germany, 
Marshal Foch proposed to the Supreme Council that a resolution be taken 
that all air material in Germany should be considered as war material and 
should be stored as war material until such time as the Interallied Air Con- 
trol Commission had decided as to its nature. 

(Captain Roper then read and commented upon a letter from 
Marshal Foch of September 25th (see Appendix A).) 

Mr. Polk asked whether the question was one of the Armistice. 

Captain Roper replied that it dealt with Article 202 of the Treaty of 
Peace. 

Mr. Polk asked whether wdiat was now said was not broader than the 
statements of the resolution of August 6th.2 The words used were, ‘destroyed 
and used’. He questioned whether the use of the word ‘used’ was not beyond 
the powers of the Council. 

Captain Roper said that if the Germans used the material in question 
they would take occasion to destroy it, if they could, on the ground of 
accidents, or they would be able to use the material for other purposes. If 
they were given a free hand they would undoubtedly transform the 
material. There had been examples of repeated infractions by the Germans, 
and in order to avoid these it was essential that the material should be 
stocked. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Commission of Control would have the 
power to decide as to what material was civil and what military. 

Captain Roper replied that the Commission would have this power. 

M. SoiALOjA said that it was important that the position of the Council 
should be founded on firm ground. It was not possible to apply the Treaty 
before it was ratified. He suggested that a Provisional Commission of Control 
might permit the Germans to use aircraft which were not milifery. He 


See document 2 in appendix A below. 
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thought that the Council were asking for more than under the Treaty they 
were entitled to ask. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Commission had arrived in Germany. 

Captain Roper rejDlied that the advance party had arrived. The Ger- 
mans were anxious to postpone the discussion of the subject until the Treaty 
came into force. Under these circumstances the procedure proposed by M. 
Scialoja would not be applicable. In its resolution of August bth^ the 
Supreme Council had declared its right of property over this material ; they 
therefore had legal rights. During the last month the Germans had several 
times violated their engagements and Marshal Foch had declared that, 
unless the Supreme Council took firm and determined action, he was not in 
a position to obtain any results. 

M. Scialoja asked whether it was proposed to stop [Pstock] all the air- 
craft in question. 

Captain Roper replied that the Technical Experts who had discussed the 
subject in the Commission on Aerial Glauses, had unanimously declared that 
there were no civil aircraft in Germany, if by that aeroplanes constructed 
since the Armistice and upon new plans were meant. Today the Germans 
had requested permission to use seven hundred aeroplanes for the Postal Air 
Service and this request was undoubtedly made to conceal their real purpose 
in endeavouring to keep back from the Allies a large number of aeroplanes. 

Mr. Polk asked whether M. Scialoja was satisfied as to the legal right. 

M. Scialoja replied that he would withdraw the reservation he had 
previously made. 

Mr. Polk asked Captain Roper if he referred to aeroplanes built since 
the Armistice. 

Captain Roper said that he referred to aeroplanes built before the 
Armistice. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Commission would have the power to 
discriminate between aeroplanes built before or since the Armistice. He 
also asked whether General Weygand had any objection to the German 
Postal Air Service. 

Captain Roper replied that he had no such objection after the Treaty 
became effective, but he wished to point out that at present it was only a 
manmuvre on the part of tlie Germans to avoid fulfilling their obligations 
under the terms of the Treaty. In the opinion of the Technical Experts, 
there was no defence for the scale upon which the German Postal Air Service 
was being planned. 

Mr. Polk said that there was no legal obstacle of prohibiting the 
Germans building and exporting aeroplanes which had been built since the 
time of the Armistice upon new plans. 

Captain Roper said that in the first place it would be necessary for the 
Commission to examine these plans and that pending the ratification of the 
Treaty the material in question should be stopped [stocked]. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Supreme Council had decided on August 
bth^ that the price of all material sold from the supplies which, according to 

■ ^22 . . . . 



the terms of the Treaty of Peace, were to be delivered to the Allied and 
Associated Powers, should be refunded to the Allied and Associated Powers. 
He thought that it was time to apply this resolution. 

Captain Roper explained that in a telegram of August sent to the 

German Authorities by Marshal Foch through the medium of General 
Nudant there was no mention of refunding this sum because the telegram 
contained a special authorization for the delivery of certain material to 
General Yudenitch and to the Czecho-Slovak Government. Marshal Foch 
had been desirous of assuring the delivery of this material in view of the fact 
that he had no other means at the moment and it seemed at the time advi- 
sable to make no mention of the amount of the sum collected. He thought 
that the moment had now arrived and that Germany should be required to 
refund the money. 

It was decided: 

(1) that all air material now in Germany should, be considered as war 

material and as such could neither be exported, sold, loaned, utilized 
or destroyed, but should be stocked until such time as the Inter- 
Allied Air Commission of Control should have taken a decision to 
determine its nature ; 

(2) that the German Government should pay to the Allied and Associated 

Governments the amount of the sales already made. 

It was also decided: 

that Marshal Foch should be charged with communicating this decision 

to the German Government. 

3- 

Report /rod the Military [Not printed]^ 

Representatives at Ver- 
sailles on the distribution 
of air material 

3 See No. 41, appendix C. 

After discussion the Supreme Council decided to accept the report ‘of the 5th of Sep- 
tember regarding the principles which should govern the distribution of the aeronautical 
material given up or to be given up by Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria or Turkey’ in 
accordance with the treaties of peace (appendix B in original). The more important recom- 
mendations of this report were: (i) All such material to be entered on a single list divided 
under headings such as ‘(a) Complete aircraft, (b) Aircraft engines of all types, (r) Aircraft 
instruments of all kinds, (d) Airships, (e) Kite balloons, (/) Hangars, (g) All other aircraft 
parts specified in the Treaty’ : the material to be classified under each heading by the Inter- 
allied Commission of Control, (ii) ‘The Principal Allied and Associated Powers and Belgium 
shall participate in the distribution.’ — The American Air Adviser, Admiral Knapp, entered 
a reseiwation (subsequently waived by Mr. Polk) stating in part : ‘Belgium has been admitted 
and there would appear to be no reason either on ground of right or justice why one small 
Power should be included and the remainder excluded. As far as he is aware none of the 
small Powers except Belgium have been consulted, and he refuses to subscribe to any recom- 
mendations which do not contain any reference to the wishes of those small Powers, and 
which appear almost to treat the Allies as enemies.’ (iii) Any captured aircraft, etc., to be 
returned to the nation originally owning it. (iv) The participating powers to receive samples 
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[Not printed] 


4 - 

Removal of Rolling Stock 
beyond the Armistice 
frontier in violation of the 
Armistice of Villa Giusti 

5 - 

DisiMm«far- [Not printed]" 

man Submarine 
engines and parts 

6. M. Fromageot read and commented upon a memorandum with refer- 
ence to the draft note previously prepared (see h. d. 6o, Ap- 
SoXi^Rtmia regard to the blockade of Soviet Russia. (Sec 

Appendix E.) He proposed to add in the third paragraph^" the 
words ‘in conformity with the measures contemplated by Article i6 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations’. 

Mr. Polk said that before the United States Government would be in a 
position to take action it would be necessary for internal action to be taken 
in the United States, 

‘ M. Fromageot said that Article i6 of the League of Nations Covenant 
was framed to meet a situation like that which existed at present. It provided 
for the rupture of commercial and economic relations. In cases where the 
League of Nations did not wish to resort to war the Covenant of the League 
of Nations foresaw the use of economic pressure when war was not to be 
employed. He felt that the difficulties in regard to the question of blockade 
would be removed in this way. 

Mr. Polk said that M. Fromageot’s suggestion raised difficulties in his 
mind. The League of Nations did not yet exist, and the machinery for 
which the Covenant of the League provided, could not become effective 
until the League of Nations was actually in force. He did not see how 
the United States could adopt the policy proposed at the present time as the 

of aeronautical material, and ‘drawings of each type of aircraft and all other aeronautical 
materiel shall be supplied on demand’ to such powers, ‘whether the same have or have no^ 
received a sample of the materiel in question.’ (v) ‘The two best airships of the 70 class o^‘ 
above shall be allottcdj the first to France, the second to Great Britain’; other airships to be 
entered on a single list for distribution among all participating powers, (vi) ‘Aircraft and 
material left over after the above-mentioned distribution — that is to say, aeroplanes, sea- 
planes, engines, spares, armament, instruments, etc,’ to be classified and distributed ‘on the 
following percentage basis’: France, 30%; Great Britain, 30%; U.S.A,, 15%; Italy, if/?;,; 
Japan, 5”;/; Belgium, 5%. 

5 The Supreme Council accepted a report of September 13, 1919, by the Naval Advisers 
on the ‘subject of submarine engines and motors surrendered by Germany in place of ceriain 
submarines which were broken up in German yards or sunk on passage to England’ 
(appendix D in original). The distribution of this material was to be made as an aJ hoc 
measure since ‘owing to lack of space this material camiot all be placed under cover, and in 
view of the approach of winter weather it is liable to serious deterioration. . . . This division 
should form no precedent for the division of other naval material surrendered by enemy 
Powers.’ 

^ See No. 64, note 7. 
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United States had never agreed to a pacific blockade. The Council v/ere 
endeavouring to meet the situation by the establishment of a pacific blockade. 
In his opinion it was a declaration of war which was really needed. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council found themselves in the same position as 
at the time of the last discussion. They would have no commercial relations 
with Soviet Russia themselves and they did nothing to ask the neutral 
countries to adopt the same policy. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought that the best plan would be to wait until 
after the winter, and see how the situation was by that time. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was necessary to give some instructions to 
the Allied Naval Officers in the Baltic Sea. He asked what action these 
officers could take with ships which they were stopping. The report of the 
Drafting Committee did not cover the question of instructions. The Naval 
Officers were acting upon their own authority. He recalled that it had been 
previously proposed to make a collective request to the neutral Govern- 
ments. He wished to ask his United States Colleague whether he would have 
any objection to such a note being sent. He thought that a step would be 
taken if a collective representation were made to the Swedish Government. 
He had a suggestion to make, but at the moment he had no authority for 
committing his Government. He wished to ask whether the British and 
French Governments were willing to authorize their Naval Commanders to 
turn ships back. If, for example, a Swedish ship were stopped, the Naval 
Commander would be in a position to state that the subject had been formally 
communicated to the Swedish Government by the Allied and Associated 
Governments, who were awaiting a favourable reply. 

Mr. Polk said that he was willing to accept the draft if the last paragraph 
were omitted. He had suggested a substitute for the paragraph.'’’ 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not answer for the decision of the 
British Admiralty, but he would refer the subject to them. 

M. PiCHON suggested that the Drafting Committee be directed to prepare 
a note to the Neutral Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Council were already in possession 
of a draft of such a note, 

M. PiGHON said that the note could be transmitted with the omission of 
the proposed paragraph respecting the League of Nations, and the last 
paragraph. 

M. Seydoux read to the Council two communications received from the 
French Legation at Stockholm. (See Appendix F.) After reading these 
communications, M, Seydoux said that he thought that they contained 
matters of great interest. It was evident that the Swedish Government not 
only considered that a blockade existed, but that they had notified their own 
nationals that navigation was prohibited in the Gulf of Finland. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that these communications tended all the more to 
show that the reply of the Swedish Government to the note of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers would be favourable. 

7 See No. 64, appendix H. 
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M. PiGHON said that, pending a decision, the British and French warships 
in the Baltic should turn back ships bound for Soviet Russia. 

M. Seydoux said that it would be possible, either by adding a paragraph 
to the note or by making a verbal communication to the neutral Govern- 
ments, to say that British and French war vessels would continue to act in 
respect to ships entering the Gulf of Finland as they had been acting up to 
the present. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that the attached note (see Appendix G) should be transmitted to the 

neutral Governments in the name of the Allied and Associated 
Powers ; 

(2) that the neutral Governments should, at the same time, be notified 

verbally that the British and French warships in the Gulf of Finland 
would continue to turn back ships bound for seaports in Soviet 
Russia.) 

7. 

Insertion in the Treaty of [Not printed] 

Peace with Hungary of an 
Article providing for the 
Constitution of a Commis- 
sion to Delimit the Frontier 
between Austria and 
Hungary 

8. Mr. Polk read a telegram dated September 24th from General Band- 

holtz, American Representative on the Inter-Allied Military 
Telegram from ^ Commission at Budapest, in regard to Roumanian seizures 
(I^Budapest ^ (see Appendix I). He said that the information contained 
in this telegram showed only too clearly that the Roumanians 
were not willing to obey the wishes of the Allied Powers. The Roumanian 
Representative told one thing to one Allied Representative and another 
thing to another. They were apparently entirely unwilling to obey the 
orders of the Allied Generals who represented the Council. 

M. PicHON said that it was most important to await Sir George Clerk’s 
arrival before taking any action in regard to Roumania. 

Mr. Polk said that, while waiting, statements made by the Roumanians 
themselves should not be entitled to much consideration. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Roumanian Government was trying to 
stir up trouble between the Allies. There was a serious situation between 
Roumania and the Serb-Croat-Slovene State. 

® Arising out of a memorandum, dated September 29, 1919, prepared by the Drafting 
Committee (appendix H in original), it was decided: (i) to request the Drafting Committee 
to insert in the Treaty of Peace with Hungary clauses providing for the constitution of a 
commission to delimit the frontier between Austria and Hungary; (ii) to request the Drafting 
Committee to insert in the treaty articles relative to the nationality of the inhabitants of 
Plungarian territory ceded to Austria. 
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M. PiGHON said that according to information which he had recently 
received from Belgrade the situation between Roumania and Serbia was 
better and might improve. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, Paris, 

September 2g, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 67 


Document i 

G.H.Q.., September 57, igig. 

General Staff, ist Section, 

No. 4665. 

From: Marshal Foch, Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies. 
To: The President of the Council. 


Translation 


Pursuant to your letter of September 26, 1919, transmitting to me copy of the 
letter of the Charge d’Affaires of France to the Netherlands relative to suspicious 
importations of German planes in Holland, I have the honour of asking you, with 
a view to putting an end to the illicit traffic in aeronautic material, which Germany 
continues to practise, in spite of the notification which was given her of the resolu-! 
tion of August 22, to be kind enough to submit to the approval of the Supreme 
Council of the Allies the following resolution : 

‘All aeronautic material existing in Germany should be considered as war 
material and as such cannot be exported, alienated, lent, utilized, destroyed, but 
must be slocked up till the moment when the Interallied Commission on aerial 
control will have pronounced itself on its nature.’ 

I have already addre.ssed a request of this kind to the President of the Council, 
the Minister of War (Army Staff, G-3, September 25, number 2644^ (copy of 
which is enclosed)). 

Major-General 

Weygand 

Document 2 

Translaiion 


Staff of the Marshal, Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, 

First Section, 

No. 4644. 

September sg, igrg. 

From: Marshal Foch, 

To: The President of the Council. Ministry of War (Army Staff G-3.-A.). 


Enclosed herewith^® I am returning the report of September 20 of the General 
Director of Aeronautics, relative to the opening of an aerial postal service in 


^ Apparently in error for 4644 (cf. document 2 below). 
Not included in original of this appendix. 



Germany, which you transmitted to me September 23, 1919, under number 8712. 
13. S/3." _ . ^ G 

I am of the opinion that it is not possible to inform the German Armistice 
Commission of this question, such as it is set forth. 

The decision taken by the Supreme Council of the Allies to forbid the sale, 
cession or exportation of all German aeronautic material has ah'eady been notified 
twice to the German Government (enclosed herewith’® copy of notes number 3765, 
of April [August] 7^, and 41 ii of August 26^). 

To these two notifications the German Government replied by the note Wako 
No. 641, copy of which is enclosed,’® in which it makes all its reserves on our way 
of interpreting the aerial clauses of the Peace Treaty, and proposes to leave this 
question in suspense until the moment when it can be solved by the Commission 
of Control. 

To address a protest relative to the establishing of an aerial postal service in 
Germany, would be to again desire to open a discussion on this question with the 
German Government. This discussion would be fruitless. To be brief, I have 
the honour of asking you to be kind enough to submit to the consideration of the 
Supreme Council of the Allies the following resolution which I shall then communi- 
cate to the German Government. 

‘All aeronautic material existing in Germany should be considered as war 
material and as such cannot be exported, alienated, lent, utilized, destroyed, but 
must be stocked up till the moment when the Interallied Commission on Aerial 
Control will have pronounced itself on its nature.’ 

Major-General 

Weygand. 

Appendix E to No. 67 

The Drafting Committee have the following observations to make : 

(1) In the actual circumstances it is perhaps difficult to speak of a blockade, it 
being understood that the Powers have different views of the legality of a blockade 
without the existence of a state of war. 

(2) The measures proposed, involving the prohibition of all commerce, of all 
financial relatioas and of all communications, extend beyond the naval measures 
commonly called blockade. 

(3) On the other hand, if the Supreme Council is of opinion that coercive 
measurc.s, quite outside any war action, are necessary against Soviet Russia, the 
principle enshrined in Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations just ifies 
as a means of coercion, the adoption by the Powers, \vho do not wish to resort to 
armed force, of economic pressure which consists in the immediate rupture oi' ail 
financial or commercial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse, the cessation 
of all communications, financial, commercial or personal. 

Tlie proposed scheme appears to be in conformity witii the principle referred 
to above. 

The Drafting Committee add that in its opinion it would be advantageous to 
refer to this in the third paragraph of the scheme. 

” For the question of the opening of a postal air-service in Germany sec Mo. 58, minute i 
and appendix A. 



Appendix F to No. 67 
Blocus de la Russie des Soviets 

1 . JVote du Stockholm Daghlad^ du /j aoiit igig 

Le aout est arrive a Bjorko le bateau a moteur suedois ‘Per’ de Solderberg, 
iaisant route pour Petrograd. Le capitaine dudit bateau, John Froberg, s’est 
adresse aussitot aux autorites militaires de Bjorko, en leur demandant si ia position 
exacte du champ de mines enti'e Bjorko et Petrograd etait connue d’elies. 

Le navire en question paraissant suspect, on a precede a une inspection de sa 
cargaison et Ton a decouvert qu’il y avait a bord 1 1 1 tonnes de conduites a gaz 
(en argile) destinees au Gouvernement des Soviets. Gomme la Finlande se trouve 
cn etat de guerre avec les Bolcheviki, la cargaison a ete saisie. Dans ia journee de 
samedi dernier on a, en consequence, conduit le navire suedois a Viborg, oh la 
cargaison a ete debarquee. Les conduites etant soudees entre elles, on va les 
ouvrir aux fins d’examen. L’ce^uipage se compose de 10 personnes, dont 2 femmes 
(toutes ces personnes sont de nationalite suedoise). 

II. Communique donne d la Presse par le Gouvernement Suedois {14 aout) 

‘Le Ministre des Affaires fitrangeres a annonce qu’il avait, il y a quelque temps, 
pris. les informations necessaires pour connaitre la maniere de voir des autorites 
anglaises et americaines au sujet de I’interdiction faite aux navires suedois de se 
rendre a Petrograd ; les Americains considerent que Finterdiction de toute naviga- 
tion du cote de la Russie des Soviets subsiste toujours et d<^clarent que le bruit qui 
a couru qu’un navire americain etait arrive a Petrograd avec une cargaison de 
produits alimentaires etait denue de tout fondement. Aucune reponse definitive 
n’a 6t6 encore donnee par les Anglais, cependant ii ressort des renseignements que 
les Affaires Ltrangeres ont pu recueillir que toute navigation vers la Russie est en 
fait impossible, les mines sous-marines rendant impraticabie I’entree de Petrograd.’ 

III. Communique paru le ly septembre 

‘Suite aux informations deja donnees concernant I’impossibilite pour les 
navires suedois a se rendre en Russie le Svenska Telegram Buro, apres en avoir 
interroge le Departement des Affaires Ltrangeres, a appris cpie les autorites 
francaises ont egalement fait connaitre que le blocus du golfe de Finlande etait 
maintenu et que les navires de guei're fran^ais empecheraient les navires a destina- 
tion de Petrograd de continuer leur route.’ 

IV 

Le Ministre des Affaires Ltrangeres de Suede a dit au Ministre de France a 
Stockholm qu’en fait, aucun navire suedois n’aurait tente de forcer le blocus, sauf 
un batiment trop petit pour etre soumis aux obligations d’une autorisation de 
sortir des eaiix suedoises, I’Eskiltuna III; depuis qu’il est parti a. destination de la 
Russie avec im chargement de faucheuses, personne n’a eu de ses nouvelles. Le 
commandant de notre division navale que j’avais interroge, a la demande du 
Gouvernement suedois, m’a dit n’ avoir rien appris du sort de rEskiltuna qui 
n’aurait done pas ete capture; vraisemblablement aura-t-il ete coule par une 
mine ou victime d’une temp6te. 
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Appendix G to No. 67 
Note aux Gouvernenmits Meutres 

L’liostiiite avouee des bolchevistes centre tons les Gouvernements et le pro- 
gramme de revolution internationale qu’ils repandent constituent un grave danger 
pour la securite nationale de toutes les Puissances. Tout accroissemeiit de la force 
des bolchevistes augmenterait le danger et serait contraire au desir de tous les 
peuples c|ui cherchent a retablir la paix et I’ordre social. 

G’est dans cet esprit que les Gouvernements Alli& et Associes, apres la levee du 
blocus de rAlleinagne, n’ont pas autoidse leurs ressortissants a reprendre les 
relations commerciales avec la Russie bolcheviste; ces relations, en effet, ne pour- 
raient avoir lieu que par I’entremise des chefs du Gouvernement bolcheviste, qui, 
disposant a leur gre des produits et ressources que leur apporterait la liberte com- 
merciale, y puiseraient une augmentation considerable de leur force et de la 
tyrannic qu’ils exercent sur les populations russes. 

Dans ces conditions, les Gouvernements Allies et Associes demandent au 
Gouvernement [....] de bien vouloir prendre immediaternent, d’accord avec eux 
les mesures indiquees ci-apres pour empecher ses ressortissants de se livrer a tout 
commerce avec la Russie bolcheviste et donner Passurance qu’il mettra rigoureuse- 
ment a execution cette politique : 

A) Refus des papiers de depart a tout navire se rendant dans les ports russes 

entre les mains des bolchevistes ou venant des dits ports; 

B) fitablissement d’une mesure similaire sur toutes les marchandises destinees 

a etre envoyees par toute autre voie en Russie bolcheviste; 

C) Refus des passeports a toutes personnes allant en Russie bolcheviste ou en 

venant (sauf entente pour des cas speciaux avec les Gouvernements Allies 

et Associes) . 

D) Disposition en vue d’empecher les banques de traiter des affaires avec la 

Russie bolcheviste; 

E) Autant que possible, refus par chaque Gouvernement a ses propres 

nationaux de facilites de correspondance avec la Russie bolcheviste par la 

poste, le telegraphe ou la telegraphic sans fil. 

Appendix I to No. 67 
American Commission to Negotiate Peace 

Telegram received 

BUDAPEST. 

Dated Sept. 24, igig. Reed, y.oy p.ni. 26th. 

i-AP. 

Ammission, Paris. 

88. Despite promise to deliver rifles and machine guns for distribution by Mission 
as needed to organize police, Roumanian Commander today sent letter stating 
there would be additional delay of a week or more, and furthei'more attached such 
conditions to delivery as to nullify its value. The Mission wrote him a letter to 
effect; that on nineteenth it had been explained to him that immediate organiza- 
tion of the local Police was urgent necessity, that he had promised to deliver 
ten thousand rifles and forty machine guns by twenty-third for distribution to 
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Hungarian Police by this Mission assisted by Roumanians, that he had not .kept 
his promise and that new and unheard of conditions he had now attached to arms 
delivery w^ere tantamount to refusal to assist, and that this Mission would hold 
him responsible for any disorder that might result from lack of suitably armed 
police and would notify the Supreme Council accordingly. It was proposed to 
add he could show his good intentions by giving at once three thousand rifles. I 
refused positively to place myself or nation in a position to [of] dickering for three 
thousand rifles which might likewise be refused and was sustained by Colleagues. 
Roumanians have removed Friederich private telephone and seized auto. General 
Gorton requests that copy of foregoing as well as copy of my number 87 be furnished 
British Commission. 

Bandholtz. 


No. 68 

H. D. 64.] Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon^s Room at the Quai d^ Or say, Paris, on Tuesday, 

September jo, igig, at 10. go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A, \ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. FI. Norman. 

France : M. Glemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthe- 
lot, M. de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary* 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Captain 
Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi, 
Interpreter: M. Camerlynck. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A.: Rear-Admiral McGully, Colonel Logan, Colonel Browning, 
Major Tyler, Mr, E. L. Dresel. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Lt.-GoL Kisch, Mr. McFadyean, 
Mr. Ibbetson-James, Mr. Forbes-Adam, Mr. Bourdillon, 

France: M. Loucheur, M. Glementel, M. Tardieu, General Weygand, 
General Belin, M. Laroche, M. Kammerer. 

Italy: M. Brambilla. 

I . (The Council had before it a report of the Supreme War Council dated 

April 22nd, 1919, on the subject of cost of maintenance of the 
Cost of Allied troops of occupation in Rhenish territory. (See Appendix A.) ) 
Armies of Occupa- ^ « 

tion in Germany M. LoucHEUR explained that the question under discussion 
was the cost of the armies of occupation from the signing of 
the Armistice until the ratification of the Peace Treaty. Fie then read and 
commented upon the report of April 22nd, summarizing the present status 
of the matter. 

An Allied Subcommission which had met at Spa had undertaken to define 
the phrase 'expenses of maintenance of the troops of occupation’ (‘depenses 
* Name omitted in original, 
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d’entretien des troupes d’occupatioii’). This body had decided upon the 
following definition for this phrase: 

‘During the present Armistice, which includes war occupation, by 
expenditures for the upkeep of the troops of occupation of the Rhenish 
territories, are meant all the expenditures imposed upon the Allied 
Governments for the daily life of the occupying troops as well as all those 
brought about by the obligation of maintaining constantly the fixed 
eifective of these troops and to keep them in such a state as to allow them 
at any time to resist an aggression or to resume hostilities immediately/ 
Upon the basis of this definition, the expenses of maintenance had been 
determined upon at the following rates per man per day: 

For the French Army, Fes. 16.60 

For the Belgian Army, Fes. 16.13 

For the British Army, Fes. 17.06 

For the American Army, Fes. 31.14 (The dollar figured at Fes. 5.70). 
During the course of the discussions the Belgian and, later, the British 
delegates had agreed upon the adoption of an average uniform figure for all 
the occupying armies, and which would be the cost of maintenance of one 
man per day for the French Army. The American delegate had inclined to 
adopt this solution, but General Pershing subsequently rigorously opposed 
the same. The Conferences at Spa, therefore, had resulted in a disagreement. 

The question thereafter came before the Reparations Commission, but the 
same differences of opinion arose in this body. In his capacity as president 
of the Committee for the Organization of the Reparations Commission, he 
now wished to bring the matter before the Council for decision. 

The opinion of the French delegation was based on the following argu- 
ments : In the first place, when the Council created the Commission for the 
Left Bank of the Rhine, in which the United States was represented by 
General Bliss and Mr, J. W. Davis, the British Empire by Lord Robert 
Cecil and Field-Marshal Wilson, France by Marshal Foch and M. Loucheur, 
the question of the cost of maintenance of the armies of occupation Jiad 
arisen. At various times during the discussion the Commission had thought 
that it would be well to adopt the French price as an average figure. Marshal 
Foch had even suggested that it would be well to adopt a lower figure for tiic 
cost of maintenance of the armies of occupation after the ratification of the 
Peace Treaty, and only include within the phrase ‘expenses of maintenance 
to be borne by Germany’, the cost of food and billeting. It had been upon 
this basis that the calculations had been made to reach the sum of 240, 000, 000 
marks gold yearly, as the maximum cost of maintenance of the armies of 
occupation after the ratification of the Peace Treaty. This figure had been 
agreed upon in a proclamation which had been signed on June i6th, 1919, 
by President Wilson, M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George (G.F. 73 
Minute 2 and Appendix). Mr. Lloyd George had even expressed the opinion 
that it would be well to reduce the cost of this maintenance to tli e minimum. 

® The notation is that of the later records of the Council of Four. 


These arguments appeared to him to be sound, and he added that wher- 
ever the question of reaching an average figure had arisen in the Peace 
Treaty, the French figure had been adopted, as, for example, in the matter 
of pensions and allowances. He therefore strongly urged that the French 
rate be adopted in this instance, and that it be taken as a basis for calculating 
the cost of maintaining the armies, not only before the ratification of the 
Treaty (total maintenance), but also after such ratification (partial main- 
tenance) . 

Mr. Polk asked whether the figures agreed upon by President Wilson 
applied to the cost of upkeep of the armies after the ratification of the Treaty. 

M. Lougheur answered that this was the case, and added that it applied 
more especially from the moment at which Germany carried out the military 
obligations incumbent upon her by the Treaty. 

Mr. Polk said that he had always believed that the question at issue was 
the same during the entire period of occupation ; namely, that each occupy- 
ing country should be paid its expenses of occupation by Germany. The cost 
of maintenance of the American Army during the armistice had amounted 
to a certain figure, and this Germany was called upon to repay. M, Lou- 
cheuPs suggestion appeared to him to place a new interpretation upon the 
matter, as he had always believed up to the present time that the total cost 
of maintenance was under discussion, and not merely the cost of food and 
billets. 

M. Lougheur said that a slight misunderstanding was apparent'. The 
French x->roposition had been that it was necessary to make a distinction 
between the maintenance prior to the ratification of the Treaty and that 
subsequent thereto. The difficulty of the situation lay in another direction. 
The fact existed that the American soldier cost his Government Fes. 31.14, 
while the French soldier cost only Fes. 16.60. What he asked was that, in 
order to make a calculation as to what Germany should pay each occupying 
Power, the same figure should be taken as a basis for each of the Allied 
Armies, He remarked further that when the same question had arisen 
regarding the pensions called for as part of the reparations, it had been 
agreed that the calculation should be made on the basis of the French rate. 

Mr. Polk said that the matter resolved itself into ascertaining how much 
the American Armies cost the United States. The question was not one 
between the United States and its Allies, but rather between the United 
States and Germany. The situation would not be helped by the fact that the 
French and Belgian Governments were reimbursed in full for their expenses, 
while the United States was but partially repaid. The result would be that 
the American Treasury Department would be obliged to pay the difference, 
with the consequent danger that further burdens might be placed upon the 
American taxpayer. The moment the latter discovered that they would be 
obliged to pay a portion of the expenses of maintaining an army of occupa- 
tion. they would demand the recall of this force. 

M. Lougheur said that the matter was one which interested all the Allies 
in general, for it was Germany who was called upon to pay. The more 
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money which Germany [jzV] was obliged to use in paying for the armies of 
occupation, the less she would have for the reparations claims. 

Mr. Polk, answered that he believed the United States would consent to 
accept reimbursement for the time being upon the basis of the average 
figure determined upon (French rate). The difference between the sum thus 
reimbursed and the actual cost of maintenance might be included in the 
sums clue the United States by way of reparations. 

M. Lougheur called attention to the fact that, as the Treaty imposed an 
absolute priority for the sums representing the costs of maintaining the 
armies of occupation, the difficulty would not be done away with. 

Mr. Polk replied that he would be willing to waive the priority for that 
portion of the expenses of maintenance which would be included in the 
reparations figure. The all important point was tliat the American Treasuiy 
Department should not have to defray any of the expenses of the armies of 
occupation. 

M. Lougheur said that in view of the propositions which Mr. Polk had 
put forward, he would like to study the matter somewhat more fully. His 
only wish in that question had been not to prejudice the reparations account. 

M. PiCHON drew the attention of the Council to the fact that, at the time 
the rate of allowance for the officers of the Commission of Control had been 
determined upon, it had been expressly stated that Germany would be 
called upon to pay the same, but not the salaries of the officers. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British delegate on the subcommission at 
Spa had stated that he would accept the compromise figure if the same were 
accepted by all the Governments involved, but that no definite decision had 
been given in the matter. He thought that in view of the attitude of the 
United States, the British Government would stand by its first proposal, as 
it was not favourably disposed to sustaining a burden for the maintenance of 
its armies of occupation. The question at issue was very complicated and 
raised many technical points. He wished to know to what competent body 
the Council thought of referring the matter. 

M. Lougheur said that there was a body already in existence ; namely, the 
Subcommission for the Cost of the Armies of Occupation, which was attached 
to the Committee on the Organization of the Reparations Commission. 

(It was decided : 

that the question of the cost of the armies of occupation should be 
referred to the special subcommission of the Committee on the OrganizE" 
lion of the Reparations Commission for further examination and report.) 

2. General Weygand read and commented upon a memorandum from 
the Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, dated 
OilZammyt September 24th (see Appendix B 3 ). 

Lithuania Lithuanians had asked for permission to receive 

50,000 litres of fuel oil which Germany was in a position to 

5 Not printed. General Weygand’s explanation of the question to the Supreme Council 
was in accordance with the terms of this brief memorandum, which further stated that 
Marshal Foch had been i;nformed of the matter by the Military Section of the British Dele- 
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turn over to them. From a military point of view. Marshal Focii had raised 
no objections to this request, but a political question was involved therein; 
namely, that of trading with the enemy, and this was beyond the Marshal’s 
jurisdiction. Should the deliveiy be sanctioned, it was necessary that 
adequate steps should be taken to insure the fact that the Germans them- 
selves should not be benefited by this fuel oil, 

Mr. Polk asked whether any guarantee actually existed that a military 
organization under German control would not profit by the delivery. 

M, Glemengeau suggested that the matter could await the ratification of 
the Peace Treaty, at which time the Allies would be in a position to supervise 
the delivery. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Military Authorities agreed with 
General Weygand, but that there were two difficulties in the situation. In 
the first place, the Council would be deciding to authorize a delivery of 
fuel oil at the same moment that it had I'esolved upon the exercise of eco- 
nomic pressure on Germany; and in the second place, no information was at 
hand as to whether an actual guarantee could be had that the oil would not 
benefit Germans in the Baltic Provinces. He proposed that the Allied 
Representatives in these provinces should be asked whether, if the Council 
were to authorize the delivery, they could guarantee that it would not 
benefit the Germans. 

(It was decided : 

to request the Marshal, Commander-in» Chief of the Allied Arinies, to 
ascertain from the AUied Military Authorities in the Balkan [sic] States 
whether the latter were able to guarantee that such oil as the Alfred and 
Associated Governments might authorize to be delivered to the Lithu- 
anians, should not fall into the hands of German organizations.) 

3. (The Council had before it a memorandum of the Supreme Economic 

Council dated September 29th, 1919. (See Appendix G.)) 
Proposal of the . 

Economic Commission M. Cl^mentel said that the Supreme Economic Goun- 
relaiive to the procedure cil had created a Supply Committee whose function was to 
to be followed for the insure that the Allies should not become competitors in 
Sjipply of Foodstuffs world markets for the purchase of articles of prime 

Germa^ and aZZ necessity. At the time when the Germans and Austrians 
are to be allowed to make purchases on their own account 
the Supreme Economic Council believed that it would be advantageous to 
prevent the former enemies from competing with the Allies in the markets, 
and thus contributing to a rise in the prices of indispensable articles. For 
this reason the Supreme Economic Council believed that the Committee of 
Supply should be consulted regarding the German requests. The problem 
had already arisen in matters of finance and shipping, at which time it was 
decided that the competent Commissions should be responsible to the 
Supreme Economic Council with regard to the requests of the Allies, and 

gation, and that the Lithuanian authorities requested that the oil be supplied for use by 
the Lithuanian army. 
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to the Reparations Commission relative to the applications made by the 
Germans^ because it was to the latter Commission that the German requests 
would be made. The United States of America was not represented at the 
present time on the Supreme Economic Council, a most regrettable fact, but 
they were represented on the Committee for the Organization of the Repara- 
tions Commission. They might, therefore, be represented on the Supply 
Committee on behalf of the Reparations Commission. The other Allies 
might be represented both from the point of view of the Reparations Com- 
mission and of the Supreme Economic Council. In this manner one single 
Commission, on which all the Allies were represented, would be competent 
to deal with the situation. 

Mr. Polk said that he regretted his inability to accept at the present time 
the proposal put forward by M. Clenientel. He had talked with Mr. Hoover 
prior to the departure of the latter and they had both been of the opinion 
that the United States should not be represented on the Supreme Economic 
Council. On the other hand, they should be represented for all questions of 
reparations. The matters within the jurisdiction of the Supreme Economic 
Council, such as division of foodstuffs and coal, were questions which were 
of vital importance to Europe but not of interest to the United States. 
Consequently, the latter had no need of representation in this body. It was 
only on the Reparations Commission that the American Representatives 
could advantageously function. Therefore, in view of Mr. Hoover’s opinion, 
and also that of the American Treasury Department, he was unable to 
agree with M. Clementel at the present time. 

M. Gl^;mentel replied that it was not a question of asking the United 
States to take part in the work of the Supreme Economic Council, however 
greatly this might be desired. The matter was simply to know whether the 
buyers of the Supreme Economic Council were to ignore the German and 
Austrian purchasers, and whether or not these two groups were to become 
competitors. 

Mr. Polk said that he had realized that the question would come up for 
discussion in the Council and had therefore telegraphed his Government for 
instructions in advance. These had not yet been received, and until they 
should be he was unable to take any decision in the matter. He therefore 
requested that the discussion be adjourned, but said that in the interval 
Mr. Dresel and Colonel Logan might discuss the matter with M. Clementel. 

(The discussion of the proposal of the Supreme Economic Council regard- 
ing the procedure to be followed for the supply of foodstuffs and raw 
materials to Germany and Austria was adjourned.) 

4. (The Council had before it a note of the Supreme Economic Council 
Mote Cj the Supreme dated September 20th, 1919. (See Appendix D.)) 

Economic Council ort ' (At the request of Mr. Polk, the detailed examination 
th General Economic adjourned until such time as the proposal of 

ttaaiwn oj urope Supreme Economic Council for the supply of foodstiiSs 
and raw materials to Germany and Austria should be considered.) 
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Appointment of Arbitra- [Not printed] 

tors for the Division of Ton- 
nage on the River Danube 


6. (The Council had before it two letters from M. Venizelos dated August 
22nd and September 28th respectively. (See Appendices 
F and G^.)) 

M. Berthelot read and commented upon the letter of 
September 28th. 

Mr. Polk remarked that the question had been raised^ 
while Mr. Balfour was sitting in the Council, as to the 
exact powers of the Greek Officer who had been authorized to follow the 
labours of the Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that a resolution in this matter had been taken by 
the Council on August 14th (see h. d. gijS Minute 3), as follows: 

Tt was decided : 


Protest from the Greek 
Delegation regarding 
the composition and 
functioning of the 
Commission of Inquiry 
at Smyrna 


that the previous decisions of the Council (see h. d. 12, article 5)® should 
be explained to the High Commissioner at Constantinople in the sense that 
the Greek Representative should not be present at the meetings of the 
Commission of Inquiry at Smyrna, All necessary data should be com- 
municated to him, however, and similar facilities should be given to a 
Turldsh Representative, if subsequently appointed,’ 


M. Berthelot answered that M. Venizelos maintained that the Allied 
Commissioners had kept Colonel Mazarakis completely in ignorance of 
their labours and have not even furnished him with the minutes of their 
meetings. 

M. Glemenceau said that this appeared excessive. A telegram should 
be sent at once to Constantinople instructing that the minutes should be 
communicated to the Greek Representative and, should the latter have any 
complaints to make thereon, he should present the same to the Commission. 
The attention of the representatives should also again be drawn to the 
former resolutions of the Council in the matter. 


It was decided : 

(1) that the minutes of the meetings of the Commission on [of] Inquiry at 

Smyrna, including the testimony of witnesses, should be communi- 
cated to the Greek Representative attached to tliis Commission ; 

( 2 ) that said Representative should be asked and permitted to notify 

the Commission of any criticisms which he desired to fomnilate 
regarding the matters in question. 


Not printed. In these letters M. Veiiizelos protested against the allegedly insufficient 
extent to which C4o!onel Mazarakis, the Greek representative, was associated, with the 
work of the Commission of Inquiry (cf. M. Berthelot’s statement below) . 

® No. 35. ^ No. 165 minute 5. 
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7- (The Council had before it a memorandum from the British Delegation 
dated August nth, 1918,7 (see appendix H^).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the events at Smyrna had 
indisputably called forth a certain number of complaints 
against the Greek and Turkish Governments. The Commis- 
sion of Inquiry which had been appointed might form a sub- 
commission on the ground to deal with these protests. It 
might be, however, that such a proposal was now too late as a telegram had 
been received from the British High Commissioner at Constantinople, dated 
September 8th, stating that the Greeks had already formed such a Commis- 
sion. In view of this fact he asked that the Council permit him to telegraph 
Coiistantinople for further information and to await the receipt of this before 
formally presenting his proposal. 

(The study of the British proposal was adjourned until such time as Sir 
Eyre Crowe should receive additional information.) 

8. Mr. Polk said that it would be as well to adjourn this matter pending 

the receipt of an answer from the Swedish Government on the 
Question of the subject of the Blockade of Soviet Russia. 

Aaland Islands 

(The question was adjourned.) 

9. (The Council had before it a report of the Baltic Commission dated 

August 25th, 1919, in this matter (see Appendix I).) 

Questions of Karelia 

andPetchenga M. Kammerer read from and commented upon the 

report in question and said that the Commission had not 
made any proposal to the Council. They asked merely whether, despite the 
absence of a responsible Russian Government and regardless of the fact that 
Petchenga was situated in Russian territory, they might be allowed to study 
the means of giving satisfaction to the desires of Finland. 

M. Glemence.vu answered that he was prepared to authorize the 
Commission to make such a study, but that neither he nor any of his col- 
leagues at the present time recognized their right to dispose of Russian 
territory. 

M.'. KamPvIerer remarked that in 1862 a discussion had taken place 
between the Governments of Finland and of Imperial Russia for the cession 
of the port of Petchenga to Finland. An agreement had been reached but 
had not been executed and its validity was even open to doubt. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council might later have to discuss the 
question v/ith the Finns and it would be well to have a solution ready at that 
time. 

7 In error for 1919. ' : 

* Not printed. The British proposal was for the appointment of a sub-commission of the 
Commission of Inquiry to investigate claims against the Greek and Turkish Governments 
for compensation for damages and losses. 
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British proposal for 
the invesligation of 
complaints arising 
through the incidents 
at Smyrna 



(It was decided: 

that the Baltic Commission should be authorized to make a study of the 
ways and means by which the claims of Finland for a modification of its 
frontiers in Karelia and the district of Petchenga might receive satisfaction.) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel CriUon, Paris, 

September ^oth, igig. 


Appendix A to No. 68 


Supreme War Council. 

Military Representatives. 


Translation 


VERSAILLES, April 22, Tgig. 


Report relative to the Cost for the Maintenance of the Troops of Occupation in 
Rhenish Territory 


According to the terms of Aiticle 9 of the Armistice Convention of November 1 1, 
1918, ‘the upkeep of the troops of occupation in the Rhenish territories (not 
including Alsace-Lorraine) is at the charge of the German Government.’ 

An Interallied sub-Gommission sitting at Spa was asked by the Marshal, 
Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies, to define the exact meaning of the 
expression ‘upkeep of the troops’ and to detei'mine the scope of the obligation 
which would thus result for Germany. 


Definition of the Expenditures of Upkeep 

The members of the sub-Commission have unanimously decided upon the 
following terms : 

‘During the present Armistice, which includes war occupation, by expenditures 
for the upkeep of the troops of occupation of the Rhenish territories, are meant 
all the expenditures imposed upon the Allied Governments for the daily life of the 
occupying troops as well as all those brought about by the obligation of maintain- 
ing constantly the fixed effective of these troops and to keep them in such a 
state as to allow them at any time to resist an aggression or to resume hostilities 
immediately,’ 

‘It results from this definition that the expenditures of upkeep must include not 
only those pertaining to the alimentation of the personnel and of the animals, 
their lodging and their cantonment, but also those caused by their salary and the 
accessories. — Salaries, quarters, heat, light, clothing, equipment and harnessing, 
armament and rolling material — a\dation5 treatment of the sick and wounded, 
veterinary service and remount service, service of transport of every kind (railroad, 
maritime and fluvial transportation, motor trucks, -etc.) that of communication 
across France and, in a general way, all the expenditures for all the administrative 
or technical services whose functioning is necessary for the instruction of the troops 
and for the maintenance of their effectives and of their military power.’ 

This definition gave rise to no observation on the part of Marshal Foch nor on 
the part of the members of the Peace Conference. 



Evaluation of Costs 

The sub-Goimnission of Spa has, according to this definition, determined the 
average daily cost in each army per officer, per man and per animal and by 
muitiplying it by the effectives have [ffr] determined the cost by day and by month. 

The total expenditure per month has thus been evaluated at a little more than 
600,000,000 francs®. No difference of opinion came out on the subject of that 
calculation. 


Conditions in which the payment shall be made by Germany 

Considering the amount of the costs which, at the end of the fourth month of 
occupation, will have reached about two and a half billion francs, and consider- 
ing that it is materially impossible to ash Germany for the immediate payment of 
such a sum, the Marshal Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies was led to 
look for the means of establishing a distinction between the various expenditures 
included in the definition of the upkeep costs: 

— a first .category of expenditures corresponding to the alimentation of [men] 
and animals should alone be immediately paid by Germany. 

— a second category including all the other expenditures bi’ought about by the 
upkeep of the troops of occupation should be paid later by the enemy as war 
costs. 

For the evaluation of the expenses of the first category, the Marshal considered 
that an average daily evaluation of 6 francs per man and 3 francs per animal could 
be admitted, the same for all the allied armies. 


0 A note in the original here referred for detailed figures to the following table appended 
to the report: 


'Expenses 





Average Daily Cost 


Armies 

Per 

Officer 

Per 

Man 

Per 

Horse 

Per Officer 

Per Man 



\ 


Mot including 
expenses of 
animals 

Including 
expenses of 
animals 

French Army 

33 - 6 o 

13-92 

6-56 

14-54 

i6-6i 

Belgian Army 

26-22 

13-81 1 

6-15 

14-319 

16-127 

British Army 

38-96 

14-34 

6-19 

15.52 

17-06 

American Army 

52-4B 

28-34 ! 

8-63 

29-38 

31-14 


‘(i) The expenses included in the above table are as follows: 

Subsistence of personnel and of animals — lodging and cantonments — (a) pay and 
accessories — quarters, heat and light — clothes — equipment and harness — armament and 
rolling stock — (Maintenance and normal wear.) — aeronautics (Maintenance and normal 
usage) — care of sick and wounded— veterinary and remount services— transport services 
of all kinds — lines of communication. 

'{a) [^ic] Are not included in the valuation, of the expenses only the accessories and small 
objects that the Allies are called upon to fiirnish, it being understood that lodging and 
cantonment in the full sense of tire word are furnished in kind by the German Government 
and according to proceeding in force in the German army. 

'Note. These figures are subject to modification following increases in pay and the cost 
of living.’ 
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This solution was studied by the sub-Gommission of Spa. 

In a first session held at Spa, on February 23rd, the Delegates of the various 
Allied Armies agreed without any serious objections. 

But in the two later sessions of the same said sub-Commission, held in Paris on 
February 27 and„28th3 various Delegates raised objections. 

The British Delegates considered that, from the point of view of payment, it 
was not advisable to make a distinction between the various categories of expendi- 
tures included in the definition of upkeep expenditures. 

If the Germans cannot pay in its entirety every periodic payment, the sums that 
they shall be able to pay shall be received as payment on account to be deducted 
from the total periodic payments, but not as a complete liquidation of certain 
categories of expenditures. 

They accept the adoption of a single daily price for all the armies, and which 
shall be the French price. 

The British Military Representative at Versailles calls attention to the fact that 
the transaction proposed by the British representative on February 28th is valid 
only if ail the armies of occupation accept the French daily rate. That rate has 
not been accepted by General Pershing in his letter of March 8th, As a consectuence, 
the Biitish proposal is not maintained. 

The British thesis is the following; the integral bill for upkeep cannot be divided, 
such as it has been established and distributed for each of the Allied and Associated 
Armies, no part of that bill of upkeep can be settled by payment on account by 
Germany. In other words, the upkeep bill as a whole is entitled to the priority 
of the German payment. 

This opinion seems to have been adopted by the Supreme Council since: 
article V of the clauses relative to the reparations, accepted by the Supreme 
Council, stipulates the payment of a certain sum in gold in 1919 and in 1920; 
‘out of this sum the expenditures of the army of occupation since the Armistice 
shall first be paid, provided that the supply in food and raw materials which the 
Allied and Associated Governments shall deem essential to allow Germany to 
meet their [jir] obligations of reparation, can be paid out of the said sum, with the 
approval of the Allied and Associated Governments.’*® 

The American Delegate is of the opinion that the expenditures of the troops of 
occupation should be established en bloc according to the definition admitted and 
the immediate payment of the greatest possible part of the sum to be paid on that 
account by Germany should be insisted upon immediately and divided among the 
Allies proportionally to the total claim for each army. 

On March 6th [rir], in a letter to Marshal Foch, General Pershing writes what 
follows:—- 

‘March 8, 1919. 

‘My dear Marshal: 

‘Since the question of the upkeep of the troops of occupation has been sub- 
mitted to me, I have the honour of informing you that my ideas on that subject 
are the following: — 

‘i. The upkeep expenditures such as they are defined in the minutes of 
the session of the Armistice sub-Gommission of January 9, 1919, representing 
[?represent] the obligations assumed by Germany toward the United States, 

‘2. Considering that the average daily upkeep of the American Army is 
For the official text of this provision see article 235 of the Treaty of Versailles. 
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higher than that of the other armies, the United States cannot accept that 
the French average daily upkeep expenses be taken as a base in estimating the 
German obligations towards the United States, 

'3. Considering that Germany is not in a position at the present time to 
assume the total of her obligations towards the United States, the United States 
accepts, for the time being, to receive payments from Germany on account, in 
the same proportion as those that Germany is to pay per man and per horse to 
the Allied Governments. 

‘4. The sums received from Germany in execution of the provisions specified 
in paragraph 3, shall be credited by the total of the sums due, but shall not be 
imputed as complete or partial liquidation of certain accounts or of special 
expenses. 

‘5. The United States reserves, and shall resei-ve the right to collect from 
Germany all balances due at the present time or in the future on German obliga- 
tions which shall not have been already liquidated ; this collection may be made 
from any source; either from the funds or properties in possession of the United 
States, or any others which might in the opinion of the United States be or 
become available. 

‘The preceding conclusions have the approbation of the Financial Councillor 
of the United States at Paris, 

Pershing.’ 

General Bliss, American Military Representative at Versailles, wishes to have 
the following considerations added: 

The solution of the question as to how much each Allied or Associated Power 
should receive according to the Armistice terms with Germany, for the upkeep 
of their armies in occupied German territory, seems to me to have been the object of 
a confusion resulting from the introduction of an outside question. I understand 
that an objection might be raised by the Germans against this or that interpreta- 
tion of the French word upkeep (entretien), but I cannot understand why there 
should be any difference of opinion among the Allied or Associated Governments. 

This difficulty seems to have arisen from the fact that our efibrts have been 
directed to arriving at a definition of the Interallied word ‘entretien’ while in 
reality, for each Government this word means : the cost of, ‘the upkeep’ of its [own] 
army. All that this Government has the right to exact under the heading ‘upkeep’ 
should be collectable by this Government, notwithstanding the fact that the sum 
collected might vary according to the army. 

Another difficulty seems to arise from the belief on the part of some that what- 
ever amounts may be recovered by the respective Governments constitute a credit 
for these Governments, when they are simply reimbursements of justified expenses 
which they have incurred. Therefore, I observe in one of these documents that it 
is stated if we exact under the heading ‘Maintenance’ anything else but subsistence 
and lodging, the British and notably the American Government will receive more 
considerable sums than the French Government. This fact deserves consideration 
if the sums thus levied by the respective Governments ai'e to go to their treasuries 
a.s profit, thus increasing the total sum which was already on hand. Truly, the 
payments effected by each Government under the heading ‘Maintenance’ of its 
army of occupation, produce a void in the coffers, more considerable in one coffer 
than in the other. But in any case the sums collected simply fill the gaps, whatever 
they are, leaving each treasury in the state where it was before. For the needs of 
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the special question interesting us, it is of little importance that the pay of an army 
be more or less higher than that of another army; it is of no more importance 
that an army of occupation be more important than another. The fact pure and 
simple is that the occupation ended, unless all the expenses be reimbursed by 
Germany, the deficit created in the colfers of a Government could virtually be filled 
by means of a reimbursement effected by Germany, when the deficit of the treasury 
of another Government would continue to exist. 

The acceptance of the proposed French definition on the meaning of the word 
‘Maintenance’ really means that the United States are requested to contribute to 
[j'fr] a certain considerable sum taken from its treasury. To whom shall this sum be 
paid? Certainly not to the Germans, for it is known that we have the intention of 
exacting from the Germans the very last cent that we can get from them. To whom 
then shall be destined this contributed sum? Evidently to those Allies who are 
expecting according to the conditions of the Peace Treaty to obtain a contribution 
on the part of Germany. 

The question therefore becomes not a question of definition of ‘Maintenance’, 
but of policy. As [an] American, and in order to reach a decision on the line of 
conduct to follow, I should like to know what proportion of the contribution that 
I must impose upon myself will go to Great Britain, what proportion will go 
respectively to Belgium, France, Italy, and to Japan, I should like to know if I 
must impose upon myself a contribution to the profit of these Powers with the 
exception of Belgium and France, and for these two latter countries, for what sum 
I should tax myself to the profit of one and how much to the profit of the other. 

My opinion is the following: the United States participate to [j'fr] the common 
cause under the form of the totality of their expenses in the maintenance of 
their armies during the war. I do not see why the United States should pay the 
maintenance expenses of their army of occupation during the armistice and after 
the signing of the Peace Treaty, when these expenses should be paid by Germany. 
I am of the opinion that like the other Governments, the United States had the 
right to exact the payment of all their expenses for their army of occupation and 
to recover as much of the amount of these expenses that we can make Germany 
pay. I beg you to recall that there is another considerable expense that the United 
States would have the right to exact payment from Germany. The United States 
are beginning to replace gradually their considerable army raised by conscription, 
at present in German territories, by volunteer troops taken from the regular army. 
These troops must be transported at great expense from the United States to 
Germany. When their presence in Germany will no longer be needed, they must 
be transported back to the United States. These operations are in a large measure 
effected to the profit of the Allied and Associated Powers and not to that of the 
United States. Nevertheless, the United States have not the intention of present™ 
ing the bill for this ti'ansportation to Germany. If after the settlement effected by 
Germany, the United States desired to attribute this sum to one or the other of 
their Allies, they will have the option of doing so; but they will have the privilege 
of choosing which one of the Allies shall bear this contribution. To insist that these 
just expenses remain unpaid by Germany, simply to allow our Allies to take 
possession of them and to share them amongst themselves, does not seem reason- 
able to me, nor to any other American. The American Military Representative 
adheres therefore to the meaning of the phrase ‘maintenance costs’ such as has 
been defined in the minutes of the Session of the sub-committee on the Armistice 
of January 9, 1919, and accepted by the Gommander-in-Ghief of the American 



Expeditionary Corps in his letter addressed to the Marshal, Gomrnander-in-Ghief 
of the Allied Armies, under date of March 8, 1919* 

Belgian opinion. The Belgian Delegate while accepting the definition on 
January 9, and preferring the immediate payment of all expenses if possible, is 
disposed to accept the immediate payment of the expenses of the first category, 
such as defined by Marshal Foch and to postpone to a later date the payment of 
the other expenses which would be inscribed under the chapter ‘War Expenses’. 
If the solution to divide the expenses into two categories were accepted, the 
Belgian Delegate is disposed to accept a general and average rate based upon 
the average rate of the French army. 

French opinion. The French Delegate shares the viewpoint of the Belgian 
Delegate. 

Italian opinion. I'he Italian Military Representative set forth today that the 
Italian contingent having been [?pre]sent in the occupied territory since March 12, 
1919, there is reason to comprise the maintenance costs of these troops in the 
total of the expenses which Germany shall reimburse as costs for the maintenance 
of the armies of occupation in Germany. 

On this subject, the Italian Military Representative states that he is of the same 
opinion as the French Delegate, that is to say that the expenses should be divided 
into two categories : 

A — one of which is payable immediately (food and cantonments). 

B — the second shall be paid later as ‘War Expenses’. The average daily cost 
of each category can be figured for the Italian troops in the same measure 
as for the French troops. 

The French Military Representative to the S.W.G. Belin. 

The British Military Representative to the S.W.G. , Sagkville-West. 

The Italian Military Representative to the S.W.G. Renzo Toni. 

The American Military Representative to the S.W.G. Bliss. 


Appendix C to No. 68 


Supreme Egonomig Council. 

Mote for the Supreme Council 


PARIS, September 2g, igig. 


The Supreme Council has forwarded to the Supreme Economic Council, wdth 
a request for their views, a note, copy of which is hereto annexed,” and which was 
addressed to the Council by the Organization Committee of the Reparations 
Commission, on the procedure to be followed for the examination of the German 
demands for supplies in alimentary stuffs and raw materials. 

The Supreme Economic Council examined, at the same time, a report which 
was made to them by the Interallied Consultative Committee on Pro\’isiouing 
regarding the same request which had been entrusted to it by the Frendi and 
British Governments. The Council also examined a letter from the Austrian 
Delegation relative to the needs of that Country, in which a report iiad been 
established [ifr] by the Consultative Committee on Provisioning. 

Not annexed to original of this appendix. 
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These different documents are annexed hereto.” 

In the course of the discussion which is exposed in the minutes hereto annexed, ” 
it was recognized that a close coordination was necessary between the labours of 
the Reparations Commission and the different Committees attached to the Supreme 
Economic Council which the Allied Governments had appointed to examine the 
questions relative to the food supplies and the provisioning in raw materials. 

The Supreme Economic Council believes that the requests presented by the 
Central Empires are susceptible of affecting not only the interests confided to the 
Reparations Committee provided for by the Peace Treaty, but also, as is evident, 
the supply interests of all Europe on account of the limited margin available for 
the provisioning. 

Consequently the Supreme Economic Council deems it expedient to present 
the following demand to the Supi'eme Council : 

‘The Supreme Economic Council requests the Supreme Council to give instruc- 
tions to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission and also 
to the Reparations Commission itself to proceed in the following manner in all the 
questions which concern authorization for the purchase of supplies and raw 
materials in execution of Article 235 of the Peace Treaty with Germany and 
similar clauses contained in the other Peace Treaties, 

‘The programs drafted, and the purchase orders of material and supplies to be 
given by virtue of these Articles should be submitted to an examination by the 
Committee on Raw Materials and by the Consultative Provisioning Committee 
attached to the Supreme Economic Council. 

‘These Committees shall, at the same time, determine the conditions of purchase 
which shall seem to them particularly suitable to prevent speculation and unjusti- 
fied increase in the cost of living throughout the world.’ 


Appendix D to No. 68 
General Economic Situation of Europe 
(Note by the French Delegation for the Permanent Committee.) 

I. The labours of the Consultative Food Committee have established the fact that 
it is not because of any insufficiency in foodstuffs that the world is threatened with 
famine. As regards Raw Materials (the report of the Raw Materials sub-committee 
was not to hand at the time of drafting this Memorandum) it does not seem as if 
the deficits, which may cause grave difficulties to certain industries, are such as to 
threaten the general stability of the world. 

Neither does it appear that sea-going tonnage, although there are grave obstacles 
to its utilisation, caused by the bad working of the land transport, is at the moment 
insufficient to the needs of international relations. Amid the ruins and disorders 
resulting from five years of war, one general cause can be isolated. If this cause 
were to disappear many of the difficulties would remain to be overcome. But if 
[it] persists, all efforts will be in vain. 

II. All over the world, the vast operations of credit necessitated by the war have 
depreciated currency. But the disproportion between the respective depreciations 
of each national currency is considerable. Each country has depended to a 
different degree on the outside world for its war supplies. Some countries have 
been able to maintain a great part of those of their industries which are productive 
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of exchangeable securities. Others have had to divert the greater part of their 
industries [to] the production of war material. These latter are dependent on the 
former for their Raw Materials and for a great part of their manufactured products. 
This break in the former equilibrium of exchange has caused a break in monetary 
relations. The disparity in value between the various national monetary tokens 
is daily increasing in proportion to the unstable equilibrium of exchange. Their 
mutual relations vary from day to day. It is sufficient to follow the exchange 
quotations of countries which have the same monetary system (e.g. French 
francs, Belgian and Swiss francs, pesetas, lire, lei, etc.) to realise that their enormous 
variations make international exchange impossible. 

III. Money having virtually ceased to be exchangeable between them, or rather 
money having ceased to perform its function as a medium of exchange, each 
country which has available products, or services possessing an international value, 
tends to place them under its control, in order to use them for the regulation of its 
own imports. On the other hand, in order to limit at home as much as possible 
the rise in the cost of life, which is a consequence of the general monetary deprecia- 
tion, each government is tending to use this control either to limit exports and 
create an artificial abundance or to fix double prices, the lower price for its 
nationals, the higher price for foreign countries, the latter calculated so as to 
compensate the loss made by the effect of the former. 

IV. The solution of European difficulties is, therefore, above all a financial solu- 
tion. It is necessary that a current of credit should be able to develop in a con- 
tinuous circuit throughout Europe. No European country can be the source of this 
current. Each of these countries is itself confronted with great difficulties, almost 
all are under the necessity of borrowing on their own account. Many of them, 
whose resources, though unequal, are great, can only utilise those resources for 
themselves. But if they were themselves propped, some of them would be able to 
place their experience and their organisation at the disposal of Europe. 

To sum up, the supply of the greater part of Europe, above all of the new states 
of Eastern Europe, of Germany and of Austria, cannot, it seems, depend on the 
European Powers in their pi'esent state for these Power's are all at the moment 
debtors. 

It is the business of the Supreme Economic Council to affirm that the well- 
being and security of the two hemispheres are closely related and interdependent, 
and the work of reconstruction is obligatory upon all, each to the measure of his 
power, 

September 20, 1919. 


Appendix I to No. 68 

Italian Delegation to the Peace Conference, 

Hotel Edouard VIL 

PARIS, Augusl ipi^. 

From: M. Torretta 

To: Secretary General Dutasta. 

The Commission on Baltic Affairs has recently heard the Finnish Delegation 
which exposed to it the desire of the Finnish Government to obtain a modification 
of the frontier of Finland in Garelia and in the district of Petchenga. 
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It seemed to the majority of the Commission that according to the 4th condition 
contained in the note addressed to Admiral Koltchak on May 27 and saying that 
‘in case the frontiers and the other relations between Russia and Finland could not 
be regulated by an agreement between the two parties, these questions should be 
submitted to the arbitration of the League of Nations’, the Commission is therefore 
not competent to recommend a final solution of the questions themselves. 

The minority of the Commission, however, while recognizing the [?im] possibility 
of arriving for the present to a final settlement, is of the opinion that the Commis- 
sion should proceed to the examination of these questions in order to submit to the 
Supreme Council proposals for a provisional settlement of the questions concern- 
ing the district referred to. 

In order to decide the line of conduct to be followed, the Commission has 
examined the preceding declaration of the Conference on this question. 

1. At the session of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of May 3, when 
it was a question to recognize the independence of Finland, it was decided that: 

‘After the recognition of the independence of Finland , the Governments 

of the United States of America, Great Britain and France shall instruct their 
representatives to insist with the Finnish Government so that it accept the decisions 
of the Peace Conference regarding the Finnish frontiers.’ This indication and 
others have encouraged the Finnish Government to expect from the Peace Con- 
ference some manifestation on the question of the frontier referred to. It seemed 
to the minority of the Commission that, for these motives, it would be difficult for 
the Conference not to take interest completely in this question. 

2. The decision of the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, May 3, last, is 
however previous to the communication made to Admiral Koltchak, which bears 
the date of May 27 and contains the following passage; ‘the independence of 
Finland and Poland shall be recognized and in case the frontiers as well as the 
questions concerning the relations between Russia and those countries should not 
be regulated by an agreement, all these questions should be submitted to the 
arbitration of the League of Nations.’ This communication clearly indicates that 
the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs has modified its original point of view. 
It is indeed after the adoption of this new point of view that the Commission 
on Baltic Aftaii's abstained from tracing the frontier of Esthonia, Lithuania, 
Latvia, etc. 

3. Finally the Commission on Baltic Affairs expressed, in its meetings with the 
Supreme Council on August i, the opinion ‘that there was no need to grant a 
hearing to the Garelian Delegates^^ since a decision on their requests could not be 
taken in view of the fact that, for the present, there exists in Russia no legal 
government whose opinion would be necessaiy.’ 

Under these conditions, it seems to the majority that the Commission should 
not be authorized to handle a possible change of the Finnish frontier in the very 
region aimed at by the requests of the Carelians. 

The minority of the Commission remarked however, that while sharing the 
opinion expressed in its answer, it did not exclude the possibility of some declara- 
tion of a general order on the part of the Allied and Associated Governments 

Note in the original: ‘No Italian Representative was present at this meeting. The 
Japanese representative had reserved the opinion of his Government, which, however, 
adhered later to the decision adopted.’ (For this meeting see Papers relating to the Foreign 
Relations of the United States: The Paris Peace Conference iQig, vol. iv, p. 662 f.) 

“ Gf. No. 19, minute 9. 
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regarding the frontiers of Carelia and that, besides, this answer in no way affected 
the Petchenga question which was the most important. 

The Commission also took into consideration other arguments pro and con the 
examination of this question: 

The majority remarks that, during the discussion of the proposal to make a 
declaration to the Governments of the Baltic States, the Supreme Council had, 
in its session of July 26,^“^ raised among other objections that of the susceptibilities 
of the Russian elements. The question of Carelia and Petchenga, which are 
Russian territories situated beyond the present frontier of Finland, would raise 
much more serious questions. Indeed, it will be a question of infringing upon the 
territorial integiity of Russia, without taking into account that any modification 
of the frontiers in Carelia would inevitably threaten the safety of the Moui'mansk 
Railroad which is the sole means of communication of Russia with the open sea 
in the north. The importance of this line has however been sufficiently proved 
during the war. 

The minority of the Commission made the following remarks : 

a. — that the Conference had already taken up a cpxestion xvhich touched to [sic] 
the territorial integrity of Russia when it recognized the independence of Finland. 

b. — that it would be difficult to leave entirely undefined, for an equally undefined 
period, the duration of which is impossible for the present to foresee, the ‘Status’ 
of these regions. In the case of Petchenga, notably, the Government of Finland 
was anxious to proceed as soon as possible to the development of the harbour and 
to the construction of a railroad connected with the Finnish lines, but it was 
impossible to do so as long as there were no indications on the opinion of the 
principal Allied and Associated Powers concerning its' claims in this district. 

c. — that it shared entirely the opinion of the majority of the Commission on 
the importance to preserve to Russia a complete control over the Mourmansk 
railroad and that it wished that this point be put in evidence in all the declarations 
of the Allied and Associated Governments on the questions. 

d. — that, however, since Petchenga, whose district was the principal point of 
the discussion, was situated about Go miles (95 kms) from the .Mourmansk Rail- 
road, and since the present Finnish frontier did not approach that railroad at any 
point less than 40 miles (65 kms), it seemed to it that the safety of this line of 
commimication should in no way be threatened by a modification of these frontiers. 

In view of the uncertainty of the decision to be taken in this matter, the Com- 
mission on Baltic Aflairs unanimously recognized that it was opportune to ask the 
Supreme Council for instructions, and notably if it should study tiie question of 
Carelia and Petchenga and formulate recommendations. 

Begging you to kindly notify the above to the Supreme Council, please 
accept, etc. 

' 'I'ORRETTA 

See No. 19, minute 8. 
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No, 69 


H. D. 65.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichon's Room at the Quai d^Orsay^ Paris ^ on Thursday^ 

October 2^ igig, at 10,30 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Plon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr, L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Clemenceau, M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Bertlie- 
lot, M, de St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Sciaioja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai, 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Captain Chapin. British Empire: Captain 
Hinchiey- Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter; M. Camerlynck. 

The foiloMTng were also present for the items in which they were concerned: — 
U.S.A. : Colonel Logan. 

British Empire: Lt.-Col. Kisch, Major Money, Mr. Ibbetson-James. 
France: General Weygand, M. Tirman, M, Max hazard, M. Seydoux. 
Italy : Maggiore Rugiu. 

I. 

Negotiations with Holland [Not printed]^ 

regarding Article 354. of 
the German Peace Treaty, 
relative to modification of 
the Convention of Mann- 
heim 

2. (The Council had before it a note from Marshal Foch dated September 
29th, 1919. (See Appendix G.)) 

Note from Marshal GENERAL Weygand in explanation of the note in question 

rlqm^for military Polish Authorities had addressed a request for 

supplies from the Supplies to Marshal Foch in his capacity of Gommander>in” 
Polish Government Chief of the Polish Forces. This request appeared to Marshal 
Foch in all respects worthy of satisfaction, for according to 

^ The Supreme Council considered a letter dated August 9, 1919, from the Netherlands 
Legation in Paris (Appendix A in original) requesting that the Government of the Nether- 
lands should participate on an equal footing in the elaboration of the General Convention 
referred to in articles 338 and 354 of the Treaty of Versailles, and in the negotiations in 
connexion therewith. After some discussion it was decided; 

(i) that the President of the Peace Conference should invite the Netherlands Govern- 

ment to take part in the negotiations provided for in article 354, relative to the 
modification of the Convention of Mannheim of 1868 (navigation on the Rhine) ; 

(ii) that these negotiations should take place under the auspices of the Supreme Council, 

between the interested Allied Powers (represented on the Central Rhine Com- 
mission in accordance with article 355 of the Treaty of Versailles) and the 
Netherlands Government; 

(iii) that the Swiss Government should later be invited to take part in the negotiations.. 
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the statements of General Henrys and other officers of the Inter-Allied Staff 
who had been in Poland, the Polish Army was in great need of the supplies 
asked for. With the exception of General Haller’s troops, the army was 
insufficiently equipped. For example, in one regiment there were only two 
overcoats per company. A continuation of this state of affairs, in view of the 
approaching winter, would lead to an exceedingly critical situation from the 
point of view of the morale of the Polish Army and might cause a retreat of 
this force from the line of the Beresina. Marshal Foch, believing that it was 
to the interest of the Allies to maintain the Polish Army intact, wished to 
support the request which had been formulated. In the letter to the Council 
he had included only such requests as he believed to be of prime impor- 
tance and which should be granted at once if the situation were to be 
saved. 

M. Glemengeau asked how it was planned to transport this material to 
Poland, assuming that it was available. 

General Weygand said that the Allied Headquarters had already studied 
this problem. The transportation question was indeed a difficult one. The 
Port of Danzig was only available for the supply of food for the civilian 
population. Germany, of course, would not be prepared to permit supplies 
for the Polish Army to cross its frontiers. It had, therefore, been necessary 
to search out other routes. At the present time one regular train was running 
daily to Poland via Italy, which might be made use of. In addition the Italian 
Government was prepared to permit four trains per week to pass by way of 
the Brenner. Furthermore by using the route through Switzerland, Austria 
and Gzecho-Slovakia it was possible to obtain two trains per day. For the 
latter transport, however, Austria and Gzecho-Slovakia had asked that 
France should guarantee the expenses and furnish the coal. It was impossible 
for France to do this alone and it would consequently be necessary to add 
this charge, in addition to the expenses for the supply of material, to the 
account of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. The total transport 
under this scheme would be twenty-five trains per week or about one hundred 
monthly. He had figured that the 600,000 uniforms requested would take 
approximately ninety-five trains or, in other words, that the shipment of these 
could be completed in somewhat less than a month’s time. 

M. SciALOjA asked whether the four trains proceeding by the Brenner 
route would interfere with the shipments of material which were now being 
made to Poland under contract between that country and Italy. Should the 
arrangements as outlined by General Weygand be put into effect he would 
like to have it understood that they should not prejudice the shipments which 
Italy was now making. 

General Weygand said that there would be no difficulty in continuing 
the shipments referred to by M, Scialoja, and that the four trains which he 
had mentioned would be in addition to those shipments. It was first necessary 
that Marshal Foch’s Staffs should agree with the Headquarters of the other 
Allied Armies as to what material could be shipped to Poland. Unquestion- 
ably this material would not all be concentrated at one point. He was 



anxious to obtain the authorization of the Council to consult the other Allied 
Headquarters in this matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had not yet been able to take this question 
up with his Government. He believed that the best method of procedure 
would be to instruct the Council of Military Experts at Versailles to study 
the question. This body had already formulated a general scheme for the 
supply of material to troops fighting the Bolshevists, and it was therefore 
probable that they could quickly arrive at a solution in the matter. In the 
meantime he would consult his Government. 

General Weygand said that he feared much time would be lost by 
referring the matter to Military Experts at Versailles. 

M. Glemenceau said that the difficulty might be overcome by instructing 
the Versailles Council to act ivithout delay. 

Mr. Polk said that the question from his point of view was largely a 
financial one. Pie agreed in the main with General Weygand’s remarks. 

M. Glemenceau said that during such time as Mr. Polk and Sir Eyre 
Crowe were discussion [discussing] the matter with their Governments the 
Military Experts at Versailles could be studying the practical means of 
executing the matter. The Polish Army was of great importance to the Allies 
as it constituted one of the best means of coercing Germany. It was very 
necessary to maintain this army in the field owing to the fact that Great 
Britain, the United States and France had so largely demobilized their 
troops. 

General Weygand said that the Council at Versailles should be instructed 
to turn over the matter to Marshal Foch’s Headquarters for execution. He 
would collaborate with General Belin throughout the examination of the 
question. 

(It was decided : to refer the request for material received from the Polish 
Ministry of War and approved by Marshal Foch, to the Allied Military 
Experts at Versailles and to instruct the latter to make an examination 
of the question with the least possible delay and report thereon to the 
Council. 

It was further decided: that the carrying out of the recommendations 
of the Allied Military Experts, if and when approved hy the Supreme 
Council, should be entrusted to the Headquarters of Marshal Foch.) 

3 - 

Designation of members of [Not printed] 

the Commission for the 
repatriation of German, 

Austrian and Hungarian 
prisoners of war from 
Serbia \Siberid\ 

2 After a brief discussion it was decided that the Commission should function in Paris 
and should be constituted as follows: U.S.A., Colonel Logan j British Empire, Lt.-Goi. 
Black; France, Lt.-Gommander Fabre; Italy, member to be designated; Japan, Major 
Katsuki. 
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4. (Tlie Council had before it a note from General Weygand relative to 

the repatriation of Gzecho-Slovak, Polish, Jugoslav and 
Repatriation of Roumanian troops in Siberia (Appendix D)J 

RmtriTtroopfl Clemenceau said that the note in question suggested 

Siberia a modification of the second paragraph of the resolution 

passed by the Council on September 27th in this matter. 
(The paragraph, in question (h. d. 62,4 Minute 7) read as follows : 

Tt was also decided: that the repatriation of the Gzecho-Slovak troops 
in Siberia should be effected before that of the German, Austrian and 
Hungarian prisoners in Siberia.’) 

As there were a considerable number of the troops of other Allied Nations 
in Siberia in, addition to the Gzecho-Slovak forces, it was proposed to 
substitute the following paragraph for that quoted above : 

Tt was also decided that the repatriation of the Gzecho-Slovak, Polish, 
Jugoslav and Roumanian troops in Siberia should be effected before that 
of the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners.’ 

He was of the opinion that this procedure should be adopted. 

Mr. Polk said that he had just received word from Washington that the 
German Government had been negotiation [negotiating] for the repatria- 
tion of its prisoners of war from Siberia, and had arranged with a Japanese 
steamship company for the chartering of six vessels for this purpose. 

M. Berthelot suggested that M. Matsui ascertain the truth of this 
information, and if the facts were exact, the six vessels in question should be 
turned over for the use of the Allied Governments. 

M. Matsui said that he had no information on the subject but that the 
repatriation of German prisoners in the hands of the Japanese was going on, 
and the negotiations referred to by Mr. Polk might conceivably be for this 
matter. 

(It was decided to modify the second paragraph of the resolution taken 
by the Council on September 27th (h. d. 62,^^ Minute 7) so that the same 
should read as follows : 

‘It was also decided: that the repatriation of the Czecho-Slovak, Polish, 
Jugoslav and Roumanian troops in Siberia should be effected before that of 
the German, Austrian and Hungarian prisoners.’) 

5, (The Council had before it a proposal submitted by the British Delega- 

tion, dated September 30th, 1919, asking that the Russian 
Proposal to deliver Battleship ‘Volya’ be transferred to General Denikin (Appen- 
the Russian battle- \ 

ship 'Volya' to 

General Denikin SiR Eyre Growe said that this matter had been brought 
up before the Council on account of the fact that the Russian 

3 Not printed. The note, dated September a 8 , 1919, was as summarized by M. Ciemen- 
ceau. General Weygand gave the following approximate figures for the additional xAIiied 
troops in Siberia: Poles, 10,700; Yugoslavs, 4,300; Roumanians, 3,000. 
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Battleship involved had been turned over to the Allied and Associated Powers 
under Article 29 of the Armistice of November iith^ 1918. The consent of 
the Council to its transfer to General Denikin was therefore necessary. 

M. Glemengeau said that he personally had no objection to this transfer 
taking place. 

Mr. Polk said that he personally had no objection to formulate, but that 
he would consult the American Naval experts and notify the Secretaiy- 
General of his decision in the matter later in the day. 

(Mr. Polk later stated that the American Delegation had no objection 
to the procedure proposed.) 

(It was decided: that the Russian Battleship ‘Volya’, handed over to the 
Allied and Associated Powers under Article 29 of the Armistice of 
November 11th, 1918, should be transferred by the British Admiralty 
to General Denikin.) 

6 . 

Applications from Finland, [Not printed] 

Norway and The Nether- 
lands for ad?nission to the 
Labour Congress at 
Washington 

7. Sir Eyre Crowe said that there were two possible ways by which the 
Neutral Governments might be informed of the decision of 
the Council regarding the blockade of Soviet Russia. First, 
a joint notification might be made in each of the neutral 
capitals by the diplomatic representatives of the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers. Secondly, a note might be 
sent by M. Glemenceau, as President of the Peace Conference, 

to the Diplomatic Representatives of the neutral countries in Paris. 

Mr. Polk said that the second solution proposed by Sir Eyre Crowe 
seemed to him to be the more practical one. 

(After a short discussion, it was decided that M. Ciemeneeau, as President 
of the Peace Conference, shotdd address a note to the Diplomatic Repre- 
sentatives of the Neutral Powers at Paris informing them of the decision 
of the Council regarding economic presstu-e to be exercised upon Soviet 
Russia.) 

8. (The Council had before it a note from the Austrian Delegation dated 

, . , „ „ A , . September 17th, regarding the disturbances that had 

Government regarding Occurred in the Gomitats of Western Hungary. (Appem- 
the situation in the dix G®.)) 

Comitats of Western Berthelot said that the Austrian Government 

L angary asked that Allied OflScers be sent to Western Hungary to 

s Not printed. The note was as sumniarized by M. Berthelot. It further stated that 
several deputations of the population of western Hungary had laid before the Austrian 
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protect the population from the disturbances which were occurring there 
at the present time. They further asked that an Interallied Commission 
might be sent to Oedenburg to prevent a repetition of the acts of violence 
which had occurred there, and to supervise the conduct of the Hungarian 
troops at the time of the evacuation of the territory in question. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that it was a question of enforcing certain terms of 
the Austrian Treaty. 

M. Berthelot suggested that officers might be detached for this duty from 
the Allied Military Missions at Vienna. 

M. SciALOjA said that there were still Hungarian troops in this territory 
because the new boundary between Austria and Hungary had not yet been 
officially notified to the Hungarian Government. 

M. PiCHON admitted that this was the case, and stated that the reason 
therefor was that no recognized Government had as yet been set up in 
Hungary. 

Mr. Polk suggested that the Allied Generals in Budapest should be 
informed officially as to the frontier between Austria and Flungary and 
should be instructed to convey this information to the Hungarian authorities. 

(It was decided: 

(1) that an Interallied Military Commission, composed of officers to be 

drawn from the Allied Military Representatives at Vienna or Buda- 
pest, should be sent to the Comitats of Western Plungary to assist 
in the maintenance of order in the territories granted to Austria by 
the Treaty of Saint Germain ; 

(2) that this Mission should be under the orders of the Allied General 

Officers at Budapest ; 

(3) that the Allied Generals at Budapest should be officially informed of 

the frontier between Austria and Hungary, as defined in the Peace 
Treaty of Saint Germain.) 

(The Meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon^ Paris, 

October 2, igig. 

Government ‘the following grievances : on September 6, igig, a Hungarian military detach- 
ment presented itself to the commune of Gols, situated in the Comitat of Wieselbui'g, to take 
possession of the conscripts of the said commune. The conscripts having fled, the soldiers 
raged against the peasants who had been but spectators : a number of persons were wounded 
by shots and by blows from the butt[s] of the guns. The following day, a more numberous 
[ifc] detachment penetrated into the village, arrested the fathers of the conscripts and trans- 
ported them to the prisons of Deutsch-Altenburg. At Oedenburg, the Hungarian troops, 
under the command of Colonel Boze, exercised a regime of terror. More than 600 workmen 
were arbitrarily arrested; they were abused in the prisons to such an extent that several 
among them succumbed to the torments to which they were subjected.’ 
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Appendix G to No. 69 
Document i 

Office of the Marshal Commander in Chief of the Allied Armies. 

General Staff, G-2 

PARIS, Sept. 2g, igig. 

From: Marshal Focli. To: President Glemenceau. 

I have the honour to transmit you herewith a memorandum from the Polish 
Government stating the needs of Poland and how urgent it is to satisfy them. 

Since the beginning of the war, Poland, the theatre of active operations, was 
subjected to the ebb and flow of the opposing armies. Little by little, it has been 
despoiled of all the things which are necessary to her existence: food, clothing, 
railroad material, factory material, raw materials; there remains to her no reserves. 

Until now, by utilizing her last resources, and thanks to the favourable season, 
Poland has been able to form and maintain an army of 500,000 men, which, with 
the greatest valiance, has interposed between the Russian and Hungarian Soviets 
and has forced the Russian red armies to a quick and important withdrawal. That 
army is more than ever necessary to her; none of her frontiers is as yet settled, her 
internal situation has not been stabilized. The Russian Bolshevism still sees in her 
the principal obstacle which stopped its march towards the West; for Germany 
she is the obstacle which prevents her from colonizing Russia. Indispensable as it 
is to Poland, that army is none the less necessary to the Entente. 

Now, that army is at present in the most complete destitution, as President 
Paderewsky stated and as it has been noted by General Henrys and the officers 
sent by him on mission. 

A large part of the army is still dressed with cotton uniforms; shoes, linen, over- 
coats, blankets are lacking. That destitution has already had a bad influence on 
the health and the morale of the men which had both been maintained excellent 
until now. The results will be very much more serious when the first cold shall be 
felt in those regions where winter comes early is frightfully severe [sic]. 

Munitions are lacking : the Polish aimy has at its disposal only from 50 to 80 
rounds per gun. 

Means of transportation are insufficient. There remains on the Polish railroads 
only 1/3 of the locomotives and 1/2 of the cars which circulated before the war; 
add to that that materials is [w] in bad condition. 

Taking into account from the request of the Polish Government only those of 
an immediate need, in order to exist the Polish Army should receive: about 
600,000 equipments and especially warm clothing and overcoats, half for the 
beginning of October and the other half before the middle of December. 

—munitions, first, cartridges for infantry and machine guns, 75 and 155 shells 
and caissons; 

— 100 locomotives and 1,500 cars for the special service of the army. 

Poland can procure that mateidal only by appealing to the great Allied and 
Associated Powers. 

That help was favourably considered by the Supreme Council on June 27. 

I have the honour of asking you to kindly communicate immediately to the 
Supreme Council the request of the Polish Government, on account of the approach- 
ing bad season, and to prevent [present] to it the following resolutions: 

‘ I . The Great Allied and Associated Powers agree to contribute, as far as 
possible, to satisfy immediately the material needs of the Polish army. 
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‘2. As a consequence, the General Staff of Marshal Foch, Commander-in-Ghief 
of the Polish Army, is charged with: 

(a) fixing, after agreement with the Allied General Staffs, the participation of 
each of the Allied and Associated Powers to the delivery of material to the Polish 
army, 

(if) to study and to execute the shipment of that material to Poland in the best 
conditions of safety and rapidity.’ 

p.o., Major General 
Weygand 

Document 2 

Memorandum on the Necessity of a Prompt and Effective Help 
from the Allies to Poland 

The Polish armies have reached the line Berezina-Horyn. Pushed back by 
force, the soldiers of the Republic of the Soviets are withdrawing rapidly. 

The Polish State, hardly reborn, has made danger disappear on that side, the 
danger which threatened the results of the Peace of Versailles. 

But that success reached until now by Poland’s own means has no longer a local 
character today : it is already an event whose political scope increases from day to 
day, whose result is growing constantly; at the same time the efforts, required by 
it are becoming too heavy for the rather small forces of the young State. 

Poland, surrounded on all sides by her enemies, deprived of natural strategic 
frontiers, Poland, ruined by the war, with a very insufficient net of means of 
communications, engaged in a struggle on two fronts, has done her best to continue 
that struggle and to liberate the invaded regions, but she no longer can stand the 
weight alone. 

Her army is suffering from lack of munitions and foodstuffs; her soldiers, to 
[with] the exception of the units organized in France, are badly and insufficiently 
clothed, often barefooted, without linen. Under these conditions, how can they 
spend the rigorous winter of Volainia, where in the marshes and in the forests 
cold, famine and diseases are going to attack them? Already now, the mobilization 
of the classes called cannot be finished for lack of material. Besides, on account of 
the lack of armament and munitions, clothing and equipment, Poland shall be 
forced to demobilize very soon part of her divisions. 

Consequently, the present state of affairs can be resumed in these words : 
‘Necessity of an urgent and effective help.’ 

That help must bear on three essential points whose necessity is very urgent. 

1. Clothing and equipment for the troops. 

II. Sufficient reserves of munitions (taking into account the very different 
systems of armaments) . 

III. Improvement of communications so that the necessary transport might 
arrive in Poland still on time, before the beginning of %vinter. 

The rapid solution (before winter) of those questions alone will allow Poland 
to fulfil her task up to the end. 

The Polish A,rmy comprises at the present time 540,000 soldiers whose morale 
is excellent in spite of the above mentioned privations. 

On November 15, Poland shall caU the class of 1900 whose effectives might give 
ioi,50o;__recrmts. 



On January 15 and March 15, part of the class of 1901 which is estimated at 
75,000 men. 

I. Taking into account the indispensable equipment for the army at the front 
for the winter season and the necessity to complete it before the month of October, 
1919, Poland shall need before March 31, 1920, the material enumerated below: 



Complete 
Uniforms 
and Linen 

Complete 

Equipment 

For the recruits called on January 15 and 

March 15 ..... . 

78,200 

75,200 

For the recruits already called and trained but 
not yet equipped ..... 

66,000 

76,000 

For the Winter ...... 

540,000 

108,000 

Wear and tear and exchange of the old equip- 
ment on account of the bad quality of the cloth 

417,300 

27,300 

Total ....... 

1,200,000 [nV] 

378,000 [j-ir] 


To cover those needs we have at present in our warehouses about : 

30,000 

Bought but not yet delivered (from France) 50,000 complete. 

Part shall be furnished by the country. Aside from that we must receive from 
abroad within the following time limits : 



/. X. I gig 

15. X. igig 

/. XL igig 

Coats ..... 

400,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Pants ... 

400,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Blouses .... 

100,000 

100,000 

200,000 

Loll bands [sic] 


100,000 

50,000 

Ear laps .... 



200,000 

Flannel shirts 

300,000 

200,000 

100,000 

Under-drawers 

300,000 

200,000 

100,000 

Sock[s] (pairs) 

600,000 

400,000 

200,000 

Gloves .... 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Shoes (large size) . . . 


200,000 


Soles (pairs) . . 

100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Sweaters .... 

200,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Blankets .... 

300,000 

100,000 

100,000 

Haversacks or bags 

200,000 

200,000 

100,000 

Break [? bread] sacks . 

200,000 

200,000 

100,000 

Cantine with cup . 

200,000 

200,000 

200,000 

Cartridge boxes . 

400,000 

400,000 

200,000 

Mess kits .... 

300,000 

150,000 

150,000 

Belts . 

300,000 

200,000 

100,000 


Considerable clothing stocks which the Americans have left in France could at 
least satisfy part of the above mentioned needs. 

II. Armament and Munitions. Table below indicated on the one hand the number 
of arms and munitions already ordered (but not yet delivered) and on the other 
hand the necessary material not yet bought for lack of credit. 

857 


Designation 

Ordered but 
not yet de- 
livered 

Necessary but 
not bought for 
lack of credit 

Number of cars 

Transport 

total 

Per month 

Rifles and muskets of 





various types and systems 

36,000 

150,000 

180 

60 

Machine guns and am- 





munition wagons . 

220 

400 

120 

30 

Ammunition for muskets 





and machine guns 

220,000,000 

120,000,000 

1,000 

200 

75 mm. guns 

400 


200 

50 

Ammunition wagons 

750 


400 

100 

Ammunition for 75’s 

400,000 

800,000 

1,200 

240 

Ammunition wagons for 





105’s .... 

50 


30 


155 shells (short) and 





ammunition wagons 

240 


120 

40 

Cartridges for 155 shorts 

10,500 

220,000 

1,000 

100 

Mountain Guns 65 m/m 

30 


30 

10 

Shells for 65 m/m moun- 




tain guns 

30,000 


60 

20 

Cartridges size 120 

4,000 


20 

10 

Different Artillery Material 



100 

20 

Total 



4,660 \sic'\ 

900 [sici 


Aside from these needs of war material properly speaking, the absence of many 
other things is especially felt in the country. 

In the first place, medical products and sanitary articles, rubber, automobiles 
(especially trucks), motors, spare parts, tools, harnesses, leather articles, etc. 

III. For all those needs it is very important that the delivery should be assured 
before winter in a sure and rapid manner. 

For that purpose, the first necessity for Poland is to be connected with the west 
by arteries of communication whose output shall insure the transportation of all 
the articles bought by Poland. 

Up to the present those transportations arrive in Poland through 4 routes of a 
small output, notably: 

I. Two trains daily (Polish) through Modane, Turin, Leoben, Vienna, 
Bogumin, Warsaw (lately stopped). 

II. From two to four trains daily through Glansk [? Gdansk], Mlawa, Warsaw, 
reserved exclusively for foodstuffs. 

III. One train weekly from Italy with artillery material and ammunitions. 

IV. From three to six trains daily through Coblenz, Ems, Wilhelrnshohe, 
Halle, Glogau, Leszno. 

At the present time only the first three of those lines are functioning, not very 
satisfactorily. The line across Germany is no longer used. 

Since those lines of communication are very insufficient, it would be extremely 
necessai'y in order to insure a rapid liaison with the West : 

I, To enlarge or eventually to build freight stations and tracks for unloading 
in the most important points of Poland, as for example Warsaw, Lodz, Cracow, 
Lwow, Yaroslaw, Modlin, a work which Poland could undertake herself. 

II. Increase the output of the existing lines, above mentioned, by more frequent 



trains, using especially the German line Glansk [PGdansk], Mlawa, and the Italian 
line. One could for example have 3 or 4 Polish trains daily. By utilizing for the 
transportation of foodstuffs the waterway of the Vistula, one could use to a maxi- 
mum. the Glansk [PGdansk] line which could thus render great service. 

III. Open new lines of communications as for example through Braila (15 
locomotives will be necessary for that purpose), or through Switzerland. 

IV. To reinforce the rolling stock of the Polish railways which at present is in 
a pitiable state, namely; 


for a number of Idlometres of : 
In the Warsaw districts .... 

In the Radom ,, 

In the Cracow ,, 

In the Leopol ,, 

In the Stanislaw ,, 

Total 

and military railways ; 

wide gauge ...... 

normal gauge ...... 

narrow gauge ...... 


3,226 kins. 

1,546 „ 


1,924 „ 
2,050 „ 

1,128 „ 


9,834 [sic] kms. 


1,138 kms. 
2,735 » 
936 „ 


Total . 4,809 kms, 

Poland only owns at present: 4,525 passenger cars, 1,269 box-cars, 244 mail cars, 
21,901 covered freight cars, 7,178 uncovered freight cars, 21,272 coal cars, 
56 refrigerator cars, 100 ‘foudre’ cars, 1 14 poultry cars, 234 cattle cars, 2,474 t^ink 
cars: 60,375 \sic] cars, 2,110 of which must be returned abroad since they do not 
belong to the Polish Government. 

For that number of cars we have at our disposal only 2,354 locomotives, i,QOO of 
which are worn and cannot be of service without serious repairs. 

The above mentioned figures which do not include the Posnania system, nor 
that of the reoccupied regions in the East, but include only the central part of 
Poland within the limits of the Congress of Vienna and Galicia ; they show the 
imperious and urgent necessity of reinforcing the railroad material of Poland by 
at least: 

2,500 locomotives and 70,000 freight cars. 

It is only through a similar reorganization that the arteries newly created, as 
well as those already existing, would form a system of communication by which 
Poland would receive the supplies indispensable for the maintenance of the present 
situation and for her advance to the East, 

Poland appreciates at its true worth the support which has been given her up 
to the present time. 

The arms, munitions and generous assistance furnished by France, have permitted 
her to attain a brilliant success of very important extent. 

The aid furnished by the United States and Great Britain in the form of hundreds 
of thousands of tons of supplies has saved millions of people from death by hunger. 

It is with a heart full of gratitude that the Polish people agree to offer payment 
in blood for the maintenance of world peace as fixed in the basis of the Congress 
at Versailles. 


859 



But the necessity of the assistance explained above becomes each day more and 
more urgent. The result of this assistance would be the definite assurance of peace 
in the Orient. 

Without this assistance, it is the needless loss of efforts and sacrifices: Poland 
would be placed on the eve of an inevitable crisis which could well be followed by 
the entire ruin of the country and of the army. 

This is the reason why Poland, once again in a difficult situation, appeals to her 
Allies and calmly and confidently awaits their energetic assistance. 

SOMKOWSKI, 

General and Vice Minister of War. 
Appendix E to No. 69 

Proposal to hand over the Battleship ’’Volya’ to General Denikine. 

The British Admiralty has proposed that the Russian Battleship Volya which 
was handed over to the Allied and Associated Powers under Article 29 of the 
Armistice of November ii, 1918, should be transferred to General Denikine. 

The Admiralty point out that the Volya is held in trust until there is a stable 
Government in Russia to which she can be returned. The Russian destroyer 
Derzki which is now in the keeping of His Majesty’s Government and two Russian 
destroyers in the possession of the French Government have been transferred to 
General Denikine, while the Italian and Greek Governments have been asked 
similarly to transfer the Russian ships which they hold. 

The overhauling and repairing of the Volya has involved considerable work 
and expense on the part of His Majesty’s Government, and the Admiralty hope 
that money and trouble will be saved if the Volya is sent to Sebastopol to be 
handed over to General Denikine. The British Delegation has the honour to 
recommend this proposal to the favourable consideration of the Supreme Council. 

Submitted by the British Delegation, 

September 30, 1919. 


No. 70 

H. D. 66.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
■ Powers held in M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay^ Paris ^ on Tuesday^ 
October y, igig^ at 10.^0 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.\ Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

AVi/iy/i Ew/jw: Sir Eyre Crowe; SECRETARY, Mr. H. Norman. 

France'. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. dc St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G. Russell. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Cooke. France: M. Massigli. /te^: Lieut, de Carlo. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 


The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned: — 

U.S.A . : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Colonel Logan, Colonel Browning. 

British Empire : General Sackville-West, General Mance, General Groves, 
Lt.-Gol. Kisch, Major Money, Air. Ibbetson-James, Air. Forbes- 
Adam, Air. Herbert-Brown. 

Frame : Marshal Foch, M. Loucheur, General Weygand, AI. Laroche. 

Italy'. General Gavallero, M. Brambilla. 

I. (The Council had before it the Note of the German Government of 
October 3rd (see Appendix A).) 

Marshal Foch said that he thought the members of the 
Council had already taken note of the contents of the German 
Note. The German Government protested its good faith and 
asked for the appointment of a mixed Commission which 
should take the necessary steps to effect a speedy evacuation 
of the Baltic Provinces. He proposed that a reply be made stating that the 
Allied and Associated Governments were willing to work with Germany, but 
this must not be interpreted as meaning that they were willing to relieve 
Germany of her responsibilities. The Allied and Associated Governments 
agreed to the appointment of a mixed Commission, but maintained the view 
that this Commission should be particularly charged with seeing that the 
German Government took the necessary steps to guarantee the evacuation. 
This method of procedure seemed to him all the more necessary, because the 
German Government had enumerated a series of steps which it had taken, 
which were in fact only half steps. The Commission would be charged with 
seeing that the promises, which had been made to the Allied and Associated 
Governments, were kept. On the other hand, it was to be understood that, 
if the results were not forthcoming, these Governments would be obliged to 
put into effect the means of coercion which had been decided upon. 

Mr. Polk said that he fully agreed with Alarshal Foch. He asked whether 
the German Government had up to the present paid the troops in question. 
If this was in fact the case it created a ridiculous situation. He was not sur- 
prised that the German Government paid these troops, but he was very much 
surprised that they confessed to the fact so openly. 

Marshal Foch said that the Germans not only continued to pay the troops 
in question but they also were supplying them constantly with provisions of 
every kind. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he approved of Marshal Foch’s proposals. He 
desired to add that he thought it necessary to state in the reply to Germany 
that the Allied and Associated Governments were not satisfied with the 
explanation which had been made. It was important to point out that the 
recall of General von der Goltz had been demanded three times and that it 
was only now that such a step had been decided upon by the German Govern- 
ment. The German reply was drafted to a great extent for public opinion at 
home and for purposes of propaganda, and for this reason the Allied and 
Associated Governments were also entitled to state their views fully. He had 
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Reply to the Note 
of the German 
Government relative 
to the evacuation of 
the Baltic Provinces 


just received a telegram from the British Mission at Riga, dated the 4th 
October, and consequently despatched after the German Note had been 
transmitted. The telegram pointed out that movements of German troops 
in the direction of Jacobstadt were continually being reported. There was 
not a single sign to indicate that evacuation was contemplated. In the 
neutral zone to the east, the Germans had been replaced by Russians, and 
finally General von der Goltz had assumed a most threatening attitude 
towards the Letts. 

M. PiGHON suggested that Marshal Foch should be requested to draft a 
reply to the German Government taking note of the remarks made by Mr. 
Polk and Sir Eyre Crowe. He considered it important to point out to the 
Germans that the Allied and Associated Governments held them entirely 
responsible for what had occurred. 

Marshal Foch said that the appointment of a Commission did not raise 
particular difficulties; the Commission existed in fact in the form of the Inter- 
Aliied Mission, at the head of which General Gough had been placed. 
General Gough, however, was no longer at Riga, and it would therefore be 
necessary to place an energetic officer at the head of the Commission. He 
wished to ask from what army the Council desired that the officer in question 
should be chosen. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Government would have no objec- 
tion to the appointment of a French General. 

M. PiCHON suggested that Marshal Foch submit his views to the Council 
on the following day. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Germans had asked in their Note that the 
means of economic pressure decided upon by the Allied and Associated 
Governments be abandoned. He desired to express the hope that in the Note 
which Marshal Foch was about to prepare, it should be pointed out to the 
German Government that the measures in question would only be suspended 
when the Commission had been submitted satisfactory reports. 

(It was decided that Marshal Foch should present to the Supreme Council 
at its next meeting the draft of a reply to the Note from the German Govern- 
ment of the 3rd October, respecting the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces, 
in which Marshal Foch should take into consideration the views expressed 
by Mr. Polk and Sir Eyre Crowe.) 

2. (The Council had before it a memorandum from the British Delegation 
of the 30th September, 1919 (see Appendix B).) 

^epatriatimof^ GENERAL Weygand read and commented upon this 
Russian Prisoners memorandum. He said that there was first the general 
of War in Germany question of policy to be decided. The Supreme Council in 
a resolution taken on the 2nd August^ had said that the 
German Government should be given full liberty in regard to the repatria- 
tion of Russian prisoners of war and that the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments would not intervene either in the repatriation or in the maintenance 

* See No. 26, minute 7. 
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of these prisoners. The resolution in question had not been sufficiently far- 
reaching. Marshal Foch had pointed out in a number of notes addressed to 
the Conference, that serious difficulties might arise, if the Allied and Associated 
Governments abandoned all control and left the field entirely open to German 
action. He had pointed out that without undertaking the entire control, it 
would be possible to appoint an International Commission upon which there 
would be, in addition to representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers, 
German and Russian representatives. This would create a means of dealing 
with German manoeuvres. It would be a simple matter to organize such a 
Commission in view of the fact that there were already officers at Berlin, who 
were dealing with the question. The Germans could easily appoint a repre- 
sentative, but insofar as the Russians were concerned, the c|uestion was some- 
what delicate, for it might perhaps be difficult to find a man who was not 
affiliated with a particular faction. If the Council decided to appoint such 
an International Commission, that Commission could be directed to liquidate 
the routine matters which required action and which had been mentioned in 
the memorandum of the British Delegation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe pointed out that the Council should decide as to the 
questions of principle and leave it to the Commission to insure their applica- 
tion. If the Commission were left too much to itself, its first act would 
undoubtedly be to address a new report to the Supreme Council. It would 
therefore be necessary to give full directions. 

General Weygand agreed, and said that this matter could be dealt with 
in the instructions to be prepared for the Commission. In reply to a question 
asked by Mr. Polk, he stated that the Commission would sit in Berlin. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed in principle, but that so far as he was con- 
cerned, there was a difficulty in regard to detail. General Harries, who had 
been the head of the American Mission at Berlin, had left, and the officer 
who would be appointed would necessarily be without information on the 
subject. 

General Weygand said that the questions for the Commission to decide 
were chiefly of a financial nature, and which financial representatives could 
study at Paris. It would be sufficient if an officer, who was informed as to the 
questions, such as Colonel Kisch, could supply the necessary information. 
There was one question, however, which was somewhat delicate, and that 
related to the refugees from Kieff. The Germans maintained that the Allies 
had guaranteed the maintenance in Germany of four hundred Russians who 
had left Kieff with the German troops in order to escape the Bolshewsts, The 
German Government added that their action had been taken at the request 
of the Entente. The amount expended amounted to about two millions. So 
fill' as the French authorities were concerned, they were without information 
as to the action which the Germans claimed had been taken by the Allies. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the British Government were equally without 
information in regard to the matter. 

(It was decided that Marshal Foch. should present to the Couneii at its 
next meeting a draft resolution respecting the organization of an Inter- 
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national Commission to deal with the maintenance and repatriation of 
' . Russian prisoners of war in Germany.) 

3. (The Council had before it a note from the Organizing Committee of 
the Reparations Commission of the 27tli Septembeij 
Organization at Vienna 1919. (See Appendix G^.)) 

of a Sub-commission of , ^ -r j j i i 

& Orgmkine Com- LoocHEDR read and commented upon the pro- 

mitteeqfihe Reparations posals of the Organizing Committee of the Reparations 
Commission Commission. He said that the proposal was most urgent, 

particularly in view of the fact that the situation became 
worse each day. He wished most sti'ongly to urge that the principle of the 
appointment of the siibcommission should be approved upon that day and 
that the members of the commission should be ready to act at the earliest 
possible moment. 

(It was decided ; 

(1) that a subcommission of the Organizin g Committee of the Reparations 

Commission should be established at Vienna at the earliest possible 
moment to study the questions relating to the revictuailing of 
Austria ; 

(2) that this suhcommission should be composed of a delegate from each 

of the Powers represented on the Organizing Committee of the 
Reparations Commission. The presidency of the subcommissioii 
should he held at each meeting by each of the delegates in turn ; the 
secretary should he permanent. There should be added to the sub- 
commission for purposes of consultation and following the nature 
of the subjects dealt with, representatives of the States bordering 
upon Austria: Poland, Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia, Jugo-Slavia 
and Hungary; 

( 3 ) that the subcommission should determine the foodstuffs and raw 

materials needed by Austria and ascertain all the available means of 
developing the greatest amount of production in Austria itself ; 

Not printed. This note opened with the following preamble: 

Tn conformity with the instructions of July 17, igig, of the Council of Five; 

Tn view of the provisions of Article 181 of the Peace Treaty; 

‘By reason of the interest attached by the Commission on Reparations to tlie resump- 
tion of economic activity in Austria as soon as possible, so that she may compensate by 
her exports into the neighbouring countries the importation of goods which they shall 
furnish her, and later, in a general way, pay her debt to the Allies ; 

‘Considering the necessity, on account of the present weakness of Austria’s own 
resources, to incite the neighbouring States to send her supplies so as to reduce as much 
as possible the shipments of the Allied and Associated Powers; 

‘Considering, on the other hand, the advisability of instituting in Vienna a sub-Com- 
mission which would be charged by the Committee of Organization of the Commission 
on Reparations to study on the spot the conditions of sending supplies to Austria; 

‘The Committee of Organization of the Commission on Reparations proposes to the 
Council of Five to take the following resolution.’ 

There followed, in all details of substance though not of drafting, the resolutions adopted 
by the Supreme Council. 



(4) ttat the subGommission should examine and propose the means which 
should appear best to facilitate and to guarantee the delivery and 
transport from the coimtries bordering upon Austria of such 
merchandise as was necessary as well as the payment by Austria 
to its vendors. The subcommission should see to it that its views 
were adopted by all the interested states. 

It was also decided that the subcommission should be established at 
Vienna by a member of the Organizing Committee of the Reparations 
Commission, who should present his credentials from the Supreme Council 
to Dr. Renner.) 

4. (The Council had before it the draft of a telegram prepared by the 
European Coal Commission. (See Appendix D,)) 

Telegram to the LouGHEUR read and commented upon this telegram. 

P^bhGoZmZlts proposed to add at the end of the text an 

respecting the supply appeal to the good will of the Polish and Czeclio-Slovak 
of coal to Austria Governments. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to call the attention 
of the Council to the last phrase of the penultimate paragraph of the text 
in which the words ‘tout retard nouveau a partir de ce jour devra 
etre rattrape dans le delai minimum.’ This phrase appeared unnecessary 
on account of the difficulty of execution and he proposed that it be 
omitted. 

(It was decided : 

(1) to transmit the telegram prepared by the European Coal Commission 

(see appendix D) to the Government of the Czecho-Slovak Republic 
and to the Government of the Polish Republic ; 

(2) to omit in the telegram the last phrase of the penultimate para- 

graph. 

It was further decided that M. Loucheur should add to the text a supple- 
mentary paragraph appealing to the good-will of the Czecho-Slovak and 
Polish Governments.) 

5,. (The Council had before it a telegram addressed to General iHaking 
by the British Delegation at Paris (see appendix E).^) 

Despatch ofAihed Lougheur said that he did not agree with the European 

officers to Upper ^ ^ V , 

Silesia to emure the Comnussioii, whicn had brought to the attention oi the 

normal output of coal Council with a favourable recommendation, the telegram 
addressed to General Haking, 3 which had embodied a sugges- 
tion made by M. Paderewski. He thought that the despatch of a large number 
of officers to Upper Silesia would provoke serious difficulties on the part of the 
Germans. 

M. PiGHON said that he agreed with the view expressed by M. Loucheur. 

3 Tiie telegram in appendix E, q.v., was headed as being addressed in, the first instance 
to General Malcolm in BerEn. 



Sir Eyre Crowe said that his experts were not convinced that the 
despatch of a Commission of Officers would have the practical results which 
had been anticipated. 

Mr. Polk said that Colonel Goodyear, who had come from Upper Silesia, 
thought that it would serve a useful purpose to send a Commission composed 
of a small number of members. The despatch of such a Commission would 
make it possible to obtain definite information as to the situation in the 
mines. General Dupont shared this opinion. 

M, Loucheur said that if it were possible to send a representative of each 
of the Powers, the Allied Missions at Berlin could be directed to take the 
necessary steps, and it would be understood that the Commission would be 
under the orders of the Missions at Berlin, but it should also keep in close 
touch with the Goal Commission at Mahrisch-Ostrau. 

Mr. Polk said that the American Delegation would be obliged to send one 
of its representatives from the Coal Commission at Paris. He wished to 
mention this fact simply as a matter of detail. 

(It was decided : 

(1) to despatch to Upper Silesia a sub-commission composed of a Repre- 

sentative of the United States of America, British Empire, France 
and Italy to ensure the normal output of coal ; 

(2) that the members of this Commission, with the exception of the 

American Representative, should he chosen by the Chiefs of the 
Entente Missions at Berlin from among the officers attached to these 
Missions ; 

(3) that the Commission should be placed under the orders of the Military 

Representative of the Entente at Berlin. 

It was further decided that the Commission should keep in touch with 

the Coal Commission at Mahrisch-Ostrau.) 

6 . 

Commission charged with [Not printed] 

the provisionary re- 
distribution of the rolling 
stock of the former Austro- 
Hungarian Monarchy 

^ In opening the discussion of this item ‘Mr Loucheur read and commented upon Colonel 
Logan’s proposal [see appendix F]. He thought that the distribution of the Austro- 
Hungarian rolling stock ought not to be delayed any longer than necessary. If the trans- 
ports had been suspended and traffic was practically interrupted, it was not because the 
material was lacking, but because the distribution of this material had not yet been made.’ 
After some discussion of method of procedure ‘it was decided: (i) to appoint in advance a 
Commission of experts to deal with the re-distribution of the rolling stock as prescribed by 
Article 318 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria; (2) that the Hungarian Representative 
attached should be appointed by the Allied Generals at Budapest from the staff of the 
Hungarian State Railways; (3) that upon the appointment of the Commission, instructions 
should be given to the President in a [w] seme of the resolution prepared by Colonel Logan 
(see appendix F).’ 
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Albwana:. forth: [Not printed] 

Presidents of the 
Maval and Air Com- 
missions of Control 
in Germany 

8. M, Laroche said that the decision of the Supreme Council to hold a 
plebiscite at Teschen had been communicated to the Polish 
^f^^TesT Gzecho-Slovak Governments. In accordance with the 

Commission terms of this decision, the plebiscite was to be held within a 
period of three months after notification. It was therefore most 
urgent that a Commission should be appointed. He wished to add that 
it was important that the Commissioners should leave at as early a date as 
possible in order to put an end to the unrest which was showing itself in the 
Duchy. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had telegraphed his Government but, 
probably on account of the recent disturbances in England, ^ he had received 
no reply. 

Mr. Polk said that he had also received no reply up to the present. 

M. SciALOjA said that the Italian Government, in view of the fact that the 
resolution of the Supreme Council did not make it obligatory to change 
their representative on the Teschen Commission, had thought it advisable 
to appoint their present representative at Teschen. 

M. PicHON said that he was informed that the authorities at Prague 
were most desirous that the Inter-Allied Commission should be com- 
posed of new members. The question was an important one for the 
Czecho-Slovak Government in view of the demonstrations which had been 
made against it within the course of the last few weeks. He believed 
that the wishes of the Gzecho-Slovak Government should be met in this 
matter. 

M. Laroche said that the French Representative would be M. de Manne- 
ville, Minister Plenipotentiary. 

M. Sgialoja said that if the other Powers appointed new representatives 
the Italian Government would do the same. 

M. Laroche said that it was further necessaiy to arrange for the Military 
occupation of the Duchy; it was an urgent matter, but the Gouncii would 
have to await the reply of the British Government on the general question 
of the constitution of the forces which were to undertake Inter- Allied 
occupations. 

(The Council decided to postpone the discussion of the question until 
the American and British Representatives had received instructions from 
their Governments.) 

s The reference was to a widespread British railway strike. The strike had ended on 
October 5, 1919. 
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g. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated the 
2iid October, 1919. (See Appendix H.)) 

LtmiMton of Greek Eyre Growe read and commented upon the note 

presented by the British Delegation of the 2nd October. 
tion in' Asia Minor He recalled that General Milne had been asked by the 
Supreme Council to fix a line which neither the Turks nor 
the Greeks should pass.^’ The General had gone to the spot. He thought 
that the present line could not be held. It was necessary for the Greeks either 
to advance or retreat. If they advanced they could not avoid a conflict with 
the Turks. The Greeks were aware of this fact. General Milne thought that 
it would be possible to advance the line, but in this event, it would be necessary 
to take armed resistance into consideration. General Milne had summarized 
the situation in paragraphs ii, 12 and 13 of the Note which was before the 
Council. Before M. Venizelos had left Paris he had been sounded as to 
whether he was walling to accept a withdrawal of the Greek line under the 
conditions fixed by General Milne. M. Venizelos appeared to be willing to 
agree, but upon condition that a withdrawal in the region of Aidin should 
call for occupation of the territories evacuated by the Greeks by Interallied 
contingents. 

General Gavallero said that from a military point of view he had no 
objection to the proposals of General Milne as a whole. He objected only to 
those proposals which dealt with the southern part of the line held by the 
Greeks. General Milne appeared to desire a withdrawal in the region of 
Aidin. From a military point of view, this proposal was the better one, 
because the situation of the Greeks at Aidin was precarious, and, if it were 
to be improved, a conflict with the Turks was inevitable. He wished also to 
state that the line drawn on the map annexed to the British reporG did not 
entirely correspond to the conclusions of the report. So far as the occupation 
of the valley of the Meander was concerned, he thought the proposals con- 
tained in the fourth paragraph of the British Note did not quite agree with 
the terms of General Milne’s report. There was in this report nothing to 
show that the actual line of demarcation should continue to form the northern 
limit of the Italian occupation. If the valley of the Meander was to be 
occupied by Allied troops it was natural that the occupation should be 
effected by Italian troops, in view of the fact that they were on the spot, and 
also as the refugees from the region of Aidin were concentrated in the 
territories occupied by the Italian troops, it would be easy for the Italians 
to return them to their homes. The character of the Italian soldier was such 
as to make incidents impossible. The Italian soldier lived on good terms 
with the local population and this w^as a guarantee that the occupation could 
be made under the best conditions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the proposals contained in the British Note 
were based upon General Milne’s report. There w^as no reason for believing 
that the General had thought of advancing the Italian line. He knew an 

’ Map not annexed to original of appendix H. 
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agreement had been made between the Greeks and the Italians; an agree- 
ment approved by the Supreme Council in regard to the limits of the respec- 
live zones of occupation.^ He wished to state, with all due deference to the 
Italian Government and its military authorities, that he did not feel that 
the idea of replacing Greek troops by Italian troops would meet the situation. 
If the Greek withdrawal were followed by an Italian advance, he feared that 
the effect would be disastrous from a Greek point of view. The proposal to 
which M. Venizelos had finally agreed looked to a Franco-British occupation. 
Such an occupation seemed possible of realization, but if the Greeks learned 
that they were to be replaced by Italians the situation would be worse than 
at present. 

General Gavallero said that in examining the resolution taken by the 
Supreme Council on the i8tli July, he did not see that it was a question of 
defining a neutral zone nor that any similar definition was necessary. 

M. PiGHON said that the reasons given by Sir Eyre Crowe appeared to him 
most grave. If the Italian proposal were accepted there was great danger 
that the end which the Council sought, which was the pacification of the 
region, would not be achieved. 

M. SciALOjA said that so far as the pacification of the region was concerned 
experience was in the favour of the Italians. There would be no complaint 
from the Turkish populations in the region of the Italian occupation. He 
ventured also to remark that the line of the 1 8 th July was a line of demarca- 
tion between the Greeks and the Italians. If the Greeks were no longer there, 
it would be natural, to establish contact, for the line to go farther north. The 
Greeks would have no reason to complain. It would be possible to hear the 
Greeks first or to postpone the settlement of the question until an agreement 
with them had been reached. 

Mr. Polk asked what would be the result if the line were moved farther 
east. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked the Council to put themselves in the place of the 
Greek Government. At M. Glemeiiceau’s request, M. Venizelos had 
endeavoured to reach an agreement with M. Tittoni. If M. Scialoja’s pro- 
posal were now adopted, the Council would appear to be taking sides with 
the Italians against the Greeks without having consulted the latter, and 
would also be failing in their engagements. So far as he was concerned, he 
could not associate himself with such a course. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe. The Greeks would be 
put in a humiliating situation, because a line of agreement had already been 
fixed with them. 

M. Sgialoja said that if the principle of Interallied occupation of the 
neutral zone were adopted it would have to be understood that an Italian 
contingent would form part of the army of occupation. He recalled that the 
refugees from Aidin had been placed under the protection of Italian troops. 

M. ITghon said that he saw no reason to object to this proposal. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that in taking this action the Council would be 
precipitating difliculties which would inevitably provoke trouble betw'een 
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the Italians and the Greeks. The Council had assumed obligations towards 
the Greeks because they had asked them to go to Smyrna. He asked whether 
any similar resolution had been made requesting the Italians to go to Asia 
Minor. 

M. SciALOjA said that there had been a resolution of the 1 8 th July which, 
by fixing a line between the Italians and Greeks, had recognized the principle 
of Italian occupation. 

Mr. Polk said that the Council had testified to an occupation in fact, but 
he did not believe that they had accepted the principle of Italian occupation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that General Milne had only been instructed to fix 
a line of demarcation. 

M. SciALOjA said that all occupation was occupation in Asia Minor and 
occupation in fact and did not constitute a definite right. For the moment 
he held that Italian occupation had been recognized. 

Mr. Polk said that he had heard nothing to the effect that Italian occupa- 
tion had ever been recognized. The Council, in fixing a line of demarcation, 
had never sanctioned Italian occupation. It had only been a question of 
avoiding conflict. 

(He then read the resolution of the i8th July. (See h. d. io, Minute 4^.)) 

M. SciALOjA said that this resolution constituted a virtual recognition, 
particularly because of the fact that the line of demarcation had been com- 
municated to the Turkish Government in the name of the Conference. The 
Italian troops were in Asia Minor in the name of the Conference. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if M. Scialoja should insist upon this declaration 
being inserted in the proces- verbal he would be obliged to make a formal 
reservation. His Government had undoubtedly never recognized Italian 
occupation. 

M. PiGHON said that the Council had to pronounce upon a definite proposi- 
tion. The question was in what manner the zone between the line drawn in 
accordance with the resolution of the 1 8 th July and with the new line, which 
General Milne proposed, should be held by the Greeks. He asked whether 
the territory was to be occupied by Inter-Allied troops, which should include 
Italian representatives. It must be understood that the Inter-Allied occupa- 
tion of the new zone could not have the effect of sanctioning the situation 
created by the landing of Italian troops in Asia Minor. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to add that General Milne advocated 
the representation of Greek troops in the army of occupation of the zone 
which they were about to evacuate. It was, in effect, the Greeks who were 
retiring from a territory to which they had gone with the approval of the 
Conference. 

M. PiGHON asked whether it would be possible to send Italian troops as 
well to this zone. 

Mr. Polk said that he was ready to refer the matter to his military advisers, 
but he could not consent to this arrangement if it meant that the present 
position of the Italians in Asia Minor was to be recognized. The situation 

■■ ■ 



would then be quite different. The presence of Italian troops had never been 
recognized as resulting from a mandate given by the Conference. 

M. PiGHON said that it would be possible to state in the decision that the 
steps which the Council proposed to take should in no way prejudice the 
final decision. The question now was to decide if the Inter-Allied Army of 
occupation should contain Greek troops and no Italian troops, or if the 
occupation should be truly Inter-Allied and if, at the side of the American, 
British and French troops, Italian and Greek troops would be represented. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought that he should make his point of 
view more definite. The Greeks were in occupation. They were being asked 
to retire for military reasons, to stop their advancing in order to avoid con- 
flict with the Turks. M. Venizelos had said that the Greek troops should be 
left where they were, but should be joined by British and French units. This 
would be sufficient to prevent the Turks from attacking. He asked just what 
the Council desired; whether it was to prevent the Turks from attack and 
nothing else. If the situation were complicated in allowing the Italians to 
enter the Inter- Allied Army, new difficulties would be created. The very 
fact of putting Italian and Greek troops in contact would place them on the 
verge of an incident. 

M. PiGHON said that he recognized the weight of the views expressed by 
Sir Eyre Crowe and that he was in agreement with him. 

M. SciALOjA said that he too would agree. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to take the occasion to express to his 
Italian colleague his thanks for the conciliatory attitude which he had adopted. 
There was another matter about which he desired to speak. He did not wish 
any doubt to exist as to the position of General Milne. General Milne had 
been appointed Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied armies in Asia Minor by a 
decision of the Supreme Council. It appeared, however, that the French 
authorities at Constantinople were unwilling to recognize this situation. 
They stated that they had received no instructions on the subject. It might 
be possible to inform them of the decisions of the Conference. 

M. PiGHON said that there was no question but that General Milne was in 
command in Asia Minor, As to the question of the command at Constan- 
tinople, that was another matter, and had formed the subject of negotiations 
between the British and French Governments, and an agreement had been 
reached in regard to the matter in the month of December last. He asked 
that Sir Eyre Crowe should permit him to consult with M. Glemenceau, 
who was Minister of War, in regard to the matter before any actions were 
taken. ■ 

(It was decided : 

(1) to accept the proposals made by General Milne in his telegraphic 

report to the Supreme Council (see Appendix H) ; 

(2) that in the sector of Aidin the southern limit of the sone of Greek 

occupation should be changed to a line running to the northeast 
along the frontier of the sandjak of Smyrna to a point where this 
line intersects the said frontier ; 
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(3) tliat tile zone between tbe line established by the decision of the 
Supreme Council of the 18 th July and the new line (frontier of the 
Sandjak) should be occupied by British, French and Greek troops.) 

10 . 

Observations of the Rou- 
manian Delegation (The question was adjourned pending the receipt of a 
respecting the Ports, ^ Roumanian note.) 

Waterways and Railways 
clauses in the Treaty of 
Peace with Hungary 

II. 

Committee for the execu- 
tion of Colonial Clauses of (At M. Pichoii’s request the appointment of a Gom- 
the Treaty of Peace with mittee was postponed.) 

Germany 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hdtel de Crillony Paris, 
yth October, igig. 

Appendix A to No. 70 

Translation 

Note from the German Government, under date of October g, relative to the 
Evacuation of the Baltic Regions by German Troops 

In reply to note No. 1755/G dated September 128, 1919,® the German Govern- 
ment points out that it attaches the greatest importance to the determination taken 
regarding the reti’eat of the troops in the Baltic and in Lithuania, and that it is 
continually making the most energetic efforts to accomplish this operation. 

An order was issued, among others, to this end, under date of September 25, 
igrg, ordering that the soldiers’ pay, as well as other advantages accorded to the 
units who would refuse to conform with the order of retreat, be withheld, and 
furthermore, in order to prevent reinforcements joining these troops, the German 
frontier on the Gotirland side has been closed. Orders were given to fire on the 
troops who despite this precaution would attempt to cross the line. The furnishing 
of munition supplies was formally forbidden. General von der Goltz has been 
recalled from his post. The supreme command is confided, in replacing Genera! 
von der Goltz, to Major General von Eberhardt, over all the troops which are at 
the present time East of the frontier of the Empire until such time as the complete 
retreat of the troops shall have been effected. Finally, the German Government 
ha-s addressed a proclamation to these troops pointing out their dut.y, and indica- 
ting the dangers and sufferings of which they seem to be unaware, and which they 
might cause for the German people if they persist in their disobedience. 

All those measures should protect the German Government against the unjusti- 
fied reproaches which the Allied and Associated Powers have judged necessary to 

® See No. 66, minute 3, and appendix E. 
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address to Germany (basing the judgment upon the refusal of the German troops 
to obey orders) accusing them of not trying to fill [sic] their obligations relative to 
the evacuation of the former Russian territory. 

The Allied and Associated Governments have a sufficient idea of the position 
in which the Peace Treaty places Germany to realize that the German Govern- 
ment is unable to have recourse to more energetic military measures. 

Referring to the enlistment of German troops in Russian formation [s], the 
German Government completely declines any participation in this affair, and adds 
that it has again clearly expressed its point of view to those concerned. The 
German Government has never authorized these enlistments and has every desire 
to do ail in its power in the accomplishment of its evacuation obligations. 

The German Government must protest energetically against the severe measures 
contained in Marshal Foch’s note, the object of which is the renewal of the blockade 
of Germany with a view to cutting off supplies. The Allied and Associated 
Governments cannot have forgotten that this blockade caused not only the death 
of hundreds of thousands of women, children and patients, but further introduced 
a weakening in the labour output as a result of insufficient nourishment, which 
produced a direct influence upon the disorder under which Germany is seriously 
suffering at this time. 

The German Government has every hope that the Allied and Associated Powers, 
recognizing its good faith, and in consideration of this, will forego the application 
of these inhuman war measures against the German civil population which is in 
no wise responsible for the actions of the troops now in the East. 

But, in order to furnish the Allied and Associated Governments with an opportu- 
nity to familiarize themselves with the intensity of its intervention, the German 
Government requests that they enter into pourparlers concerning the measures 
it would be advisable to adopt. 

To this end, the German Government proposes the early constitution of a 
commission composed of representatives of the German Government and repre- 
sentative [s] of the Allied and Associated Governments. In the view of the German 
Government, the duty of this Commission would be, after an examination of the 
situation, to take the necessary measures to bring about a rapid execution of 
the evacuation of these territories, and to supervise and force their execution. The 
German Government respectfully requests an early reply in this matter. 

Wachendorf 

Dusseldorf, October 3, 1919. 


Appendix B TO No. 70 
Note by the British Delegation 
Russian Prisoners in Germany 

On August 2nd the Supreme Council decided^ to impose on the German 
Govei-nment the obligation (which has always existed) to maintain the Russifin 
prisoners in Germany. At the same time, the German Government was to be 
inlbrmcd that all restrictions on the repatriation of these prisoners would be 
removed. 

There are a number of matters which have arisen from this decision which need - 
to be settled. 
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It win be necessary to review the case of these prisoners from July iSth, 1919, 
at which time their food supply and support was being carried out through the 
French Government, the American Red Gross and the British Red Gross. On the 
above date the Supreme Council decided that, pending repatriation (which was 
to be studied by an Inter- Allied Commission), the feeding of the prisoners should 
be taken over by the Commissariats of the Allied Armies of Occupation. This 
arrangement continued until August 2nd, when all responsibility for the prisoners 
was, by the decision already referred to, transferred to the German Government. 

This decision involved elaborate arrangements in connection with the transfer 
of the prisoners’ camps from the charge of the Allied Commission of Control to 
that of the German Government, and it was not found possible to effect this 
transfer until August 23rd. The Inter- Allied Commission continued to issue food 
to the prisoners on the same scale as previously until the camps were actually 
handed over. The Commission considered that it was morally bound to hand over 
the camps for which it was responsible in good order, and it is submitted that the 
period of 2 1 days from the date of the Supreme Council’s decision ( 1 7 days from 
that on which the order was received by the Inter-Allied Commission) was the 
minimum possible. 

In order to enable the Inter-Allied Commission as at present constituted to be 
wound up, definite rulings are required on the following points : 

1 . Question of Repayment in Kind to German Government for Flour Supplied by them for 

Russian Prisoners of War. 

One of the arrangements in force at the date of the Supreme Council’s decision 
of the 2nd was that the German Government should furnish the Russian prisoners 
with bread on a scale of 600 grs. per day, the flour required to provide the difference 
between this amount and the ordinary German civilian ration of 300 grs. a day 
being refunded by the Inter- Allied Commission. The amount of flour owing to 
the German Government by the Inter-Allied Commission on August 23rd under 
this arrangement was 2,495 ^ns of wheat flour or 2,745 flour. The 

Commission ask that these quantities should be furnished and handed over to the 
German Government as early as possible. 

2. The Question, of Settling the Accounts of the Inter- Allied Commission. 

The President of the Inter-Allied Commission has reported that the amount of 
money required to meet the financial liabilities actually incurred by the Commission 
is 400,000 marks; that all accounts are in order, but that these accounts cannot 
be closed until the above sum is received. 

3. The Qiiestion of the Formation of an International Commissmi to take the Place of the 

Former Inter-Allied Commission. 

On being informed of the decision of August 2nd, the German Government at 
once pointed out that this decision placed them in a most difficult position, and 
that the Russian prisoners would inevitably suffer considerably as a result of it. 
These contentions were supported by General Malcolm as President of the Inter- 
Allied Commission and Marshal Foch in a letter addressed to the Peace Conference 
dated August 22nd urged that the Inter- Allied Commission should be replaced b)' 
the International Commission of Control on which Germany would be represented. 
General Malcolm urges that it is essential that the Entente should re-assume some 
sort of control, both for the sake of their own; prestige, and to prevent the spread of 
Bolshevism amongst the Russian prisoners. He reports that in spite of the arrange- 
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ments which are being made to proceed with the repatriation of the prisoners by 
sea during the coming winter, there will still remain about 90,000 Russians who 
cannot at present be repatriated owing to the conditions prevailing in Russia, and 
for whose care the Entente at one time made themselves responsible. 

A.. The Question of the Appointment of a Fully Accredited Russian Mission to Berlin, 

This question is closely connected with 3 above. At present there is at Berlin a 
Russian Colonel Brandt looking after the interests of Russian prisoners of war. 
He has, however, no official status, and the Germans do not recognise him. 
Colonel [sicl Malcolm points out that it is essential that some Russian official be 
appointed to act as a channel of communication between the Russian prisoners of 
war and the authorities responsible for their care and repatriation. He does not 
consider Colonel Brandt of sufficient weight and I'eliability to act in that capacity, 
and urges the appointment of a Russian representative whose integrity and authority 
are beyond dispute. 

5. Question of Repay ment to German Government of Expenses {2 million Marks) incurred in 
the Care of Kiev Refugees, 

The following is an extract from a report by General Malcolm, dated August 1 7th, 
explaining this question ; — 

‘These refugees were brought to Germany by the request of the Entente 
Representatives at Kiev in January 1919, in order to save them from Bolshevik 
reprisals. On i8th March, General Nudant notified the Inter-Allied Com- 
mission that they were to be responsible for the care of these people, and were 
to study the means of reimbursement of expenses to the German Government. 
The German Government was informed of this decision, and denied all responsi- 
bility for the care of these refugees. There are at present some 600 of them in 
camps supervised by the Inter-Allied Commission, and expenses to date amount 
to about Marks 2,000,000. 

‘It is essential that a definite arrangement should be made with the German 
Government for the repayment of past and future expenses incurred on behalf 
of these refugees, or that the German Government should be informed that they 
are held entirely responsible for their maintenance.’ 

In reply to above, General Malcolm was informed by Marshal Foch that the 
Secretariat of the Peace Conference had no knowledge of any decision of the 
Supreme Council on this subject, and that the German Government who had 
allowed these Russians to enter Germany, should themselves take any measures 
which they might think necessary in order to recover in the future from the 
Russian authorities the expenses incurred in this connection. 

In a further letter dated September 24th (copy attached marked A)^ General 
Malcolm has asked that the matter may be referred to the Supreme Council for 
decision. General Malcolm contends that the Entente accepted the responsibility 
for these refugees and are repudiating their responsibility. In his opinion th.e 
amount involved is small as compared with the breach of faith with which the 
Entente can be charged. 

British Delegation, 

September 30, 1919. 

9 Not printed. This letter was as summarized, and enclosed, in support of General 
Malcolm’s contention, a copy of General Nudant’s above-mentioned notification to the 
Inter-Allied Commission on March 18, 1919. 
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Appendix D to No. 70^® 
[ Translation'] 

Peace Conference 

European Commission on. Coal 

Secretariat AR/AF. 


PARIS, October i, igig. 


Project of Telegram 

The Supreme Council to the Government of the Gzecho-Slovak Republic, to the 
Government of the Polish Republic 


The European Commission on Coal has just examined the question of the 
supplying of coal to Austria and especially to the City of Vienna. It has come to 

■''0 The original of this appendix contained also: 

(i) A note dated October i, 1919, from the secretariat of tlie European Commission on 
Coal to that of the Peace Conference, transmitting for submission to the Supreme Council 
(a) the printed draft telegram; {b) a supporting report by a subcommission appointed by 
the European Conunission on Coal on September 27, 1 9 1 9, to study the question of supplying 
Austria and especially Viemia with coal; this report had been approved by the European 
Commission on Coal; (c) a draft resolution, presented by Colonel Logan of the American 
Delegation and approved by the European Commission on Coal, proposing the immediate 
nomination of a commission charged with the provisional distribution of the rolling-stock 
of the former Austro-Hungarian Empire : see appendix F. 

(ii) The above-mentioned report by the subcommission of the European Commission on 
Coal. This report stated that Czechoslovakia had contracted to deliver to Austria approxi- 
mately 8,746 tons of coal and lignite per working day, or 218,650 tons per month, and that 
Poland had similarly contracted to deliver approximately 2,000 tons per working day, or 
50,000 tons per month, this supply being ‘independent of that promised by Poland for the 
transportation called “Polonia”.’ 

The report continued: ‘If Czecho-Slovakia and Poland have [?had] fulfilled and still con- 
tinue to fulfil their engagement towards Austria, the latter would have about 50 per cent, of 
her needs. But on account of previous delays, the execution, even complete, from now on, 
would still leave Austria for a very long time with a very much smaller quota, probably 
lower than 33%. This remark is increased by the fact that it is a question for the best part 
for domestic and urban needs. All the witnesses agree as to the distressing situation of the 
City of Vienna and to forctellb'fc], if immediate measures are not taken, such a state of misery 
that the Allied and Associated Powers could tolerate neither politically nor humanely. 

‘.Now, Czecho-Slovakia, with her present production, can satisfy both her engagements 
toward Austria and her own needs to the amount of 77%, according to the figures of 1913. 
Poland is in a more difficult situation since Upper Silesia has stopped shipments. But even 
so, she can fulfil her promises to Austria and cover 35% of her own domestic and industrial 
needs without any importation, according to figures furnished by the Polish Delegate ; the 
suspension of shipments from Upper Silesia for any length of time is however a very un- 
favourable hypothesis ; finally, it appears, although the Polish Delegate expressed an opinion 
quite contrary, that it would be rather easy for Poland to increase her production. 

‘The sub-commission considers therefore thnA, from the point of view of production, there 
exists no prime motive neither [ifc] for Czecho-Slovakia nor for Poland preventing these 
countries from fulfilling their engagements towards Austria; the amount promised must 
therefore be delivered.’ 

The report of the subcommission proceeded to consider the argument of the Czecho- 
slovak and Polish delegations resting upon -transport difficulties due to lack of rolling stock. 
After reviewing the existing position the subcommission concluded "that frotn the point of 
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the conclusion that immediate measures must be taken to remedy the intolerable 
situation resulting for that country and for its capital, especially from the fact that 
Poland and Gzecho-Slovakia did not fulfil their contracts to furnish coal. The 
Mission declared itself convinced that nothing in the present state of affairs 
opposes the execution of those contracts, and that if it is opportune to look for the 
means to give to the furnishing states the rolling stock they are asking for, it 
remains well understood that the execution of the contracts in question could not 
be subordinated to the improvements to be expected in that respect. 

Adopting the conclusion of the European Commission on Goal, the Supreme 
Council invites you therefore in the most pressing manner to take without delay 
the necessary measures to execute integrally, from the date of the present com- 
munication, the promises to supply coal to Austria: any new delay henceforth will 
liave to be made up within a minimum time limit. 

The contract now in force shall be valid until new arrangements have been 
made, either by an agreement between the Governments concerned, or drawn up 
by the Commission on Reparations in execution of Article 224 of the Peace Treaty 
with Austria. 

Appendix E to No. 70 
Cypher telegram to General Malcolm, Berlin 

From Astoria, D. 17:30. September 25th, zgig. 

No. 60. 

M. Paderewski suggests immediate despatch of a considerable number of allied 
officers to Upper Silesia to safeguard the interests of inhabitants and ensure normal 
output of coal. 

Telegraph your views as to practicability and desirability of above proposal, and 
state number of allied officers already in Upper Silesia. This suggestion is entirely 
distinct from question of dispatching plebiscite Commissioners who could not in 
any case now proceed prior to ratification. 


Appendix F to No. 70 

During the meetings of the Sub-Commission of the European Goal Commission 
considering the Austrian coal situation it was clearly brought out that the shortage 
of railway equipment contributes largely to the existing coal shortage in Central 
Europe. The production at the mines is in general increasing and has now reached 
a, point where the coal actually mined cannot be moved due to shortage of railway 
equipment. 

view of rollhig stock no prime motive can be opposed to the execution of the engagement 
made.’ The report continued: ‘the sub-commission is not informed of the last provisions 
made by the Marish[«c]-Ostrau [Coal] Sub-commission. It appears however from the 
latest news received that new agreements betveen Czecho-Slovakia, Poland and Austria 
have been concluded or are about to be concluded. In order to avoid any action contrary 
to the Marish- 0 .strau Sub-commission, the Sub-commission deemed it its duty to limit itself 
to the examination of the contracts in force and to their execution.’ In conclusion the sub- 
commbsion recommended that the Czechoslovak and Polish Governments be formally 
invited ‘to furnish to Austria the total amount of coal and lignite mentioned in the agreements.’ 

877 


Roumania has removed to date over i,ooo locomotives and over 20,000 railroad 
cars of all classes from Hungary. It appears needless to point out that Roumania 
by these seizures has not only secured the restitution of railway equipment belong- 
ing to herself, but in addition has also removed equipment belonging to Poland, 
Gzecho-Slovakia and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. Notwith- 
standing these Roumanian seizures there still remains in Hungary and in that 
portion of Hungary just ceded to Austria, railway equipment considerably in excess 
of local requirements, which should be put into movement as soon as possible. 
The coal situation as well as the general economic situation in Central Europe 
does not permit of any of this railway material resting idle any longer. 

The European Goal Commission, therefore, recommends the immediate passage 
of the following resolution by the Supreme Council : 

First: That a Special Commission of Experts be established without delay for 
the purpose of determining and effecting an immediate distribution of surplus 
railway equipment now in Hungary and x\ustria as between Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and such of the 
other Allied and Associated Powers as may have interests therein. That this 
Special Commission in effecting this distribution shall have regard to the amount 
of material registered on these lines in the last inventory before November 3, 1918, 
the length of track (sidings included) and the nature and amount of the traffic. 
That this Special Commission shall also specify the locomotives, carriages and 
wagons to be handed over in each case, and shall decide upon the conditions of 
their acceptance, and shall make the provisional' arrangements necessary to ensure 
their repair in Austrian and Hungarian workshops. The provisions of the fore- 
going shall be applied to lines of former Russian Poland converted by the Austro- 
Hungarian authorities to the normal gauge, such lines being regarded as detached 
from the Austrian and Hungarian State systems. 

That a full report of the determinations arrived at and the distribution effected 
by this Special Commission will be reported to the Supreme Council at the earliest 
practical date. It will be understood that the primary reason for the creation of this 
Special Commission is to provide the means for placing surplus and idle railway 
equipment now in this territory into economic activity without delay. The find- 
ings of this special commission will in no way prejudice the determination of the 
Commission of Experts contemplated by Article 318 of the Austiian Peace Treaty, 
and similar provisions includecl in other treaties. 

Second: That this Special Commission will report to the Supreme Council the 
quantities by classes of rolling stock taken out of Austria or Hungary by any Power 
in excess of its proper proportion as determined under the first paragraph of this 
resolution. This same report will include a detailed statement as to the monetary 
value of the rolling stock thus removed. 

Third: That this Special Commission of Experts will include one representative 
appointed by each of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. The Govern- 
ments of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Groats and 
Slovenes, may each designate a representative who will represent the interests of 
the respective governments before this Special Commission. 

That a representative to be designated by the Austrian Government and a 
I'epresentative of the Hungarian State Railways to be designated by the Allied 
Council of Generals at Budapest will represent the interests of Austria and Hungary 
respectively before this Special Commission. 
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Appendix H to No. 70 

Limitation of Greek and Italia?! Troops in ^ones of Occupation in 
Western Asia Minor 

1. The Supreme Council decided on July i8th to direct the Comm and er-in- 
Ghief of the forces belonging to the Allied and Associated Powers in the Asiatic 
possession of Turkey to send officers who, after communicating with the Senior 
Naval officer at Smyrna and Italian and Greek Generals, were to fix the military 
limiting lines beyond which neither Greek nor Italian troops should be permitted 
to inove.^ 

2. In pursuance of these directions General Milne has telegraphed the follow- 
ing report for communication to the Supreme Council : — 

I have arrived at the following conclusions as a result of the report of the 
Commission who have been visiting the Turco-Greek front at Smyrna, 

1 . That a state of active warfare exists between the Greek and Turkish forces. 

2. That the greater portion of the Turkish forces is composed of organised 
bands of brigands, reinforced by armed peasants driven from the villages by the 
Greeks and determined to prevent further advance of the Greeks. These armed 
forces which are secretly receiving reinforcements from the regular units are in 
considerable strength. 

3. That the Turkish Government has no control over these forces, which are 
pledged to drive the Greeks out of Asia, and hence cannot insist on their with- 
drawal from any stipulated line. 

4. That generally speaking the civil administration is overruled by the 
military authoiities, the latter being secretly in support of the national move- 
ment, which is gaining strength, and the Turldsh Government are powerless to 
exercise any restraining influence. 

5. That the Greek forces having advanced in many places to a purely Turkish 
area and an extremely difficult country, are from a tactical point of view badly 
placed but that any further advance to gain better positions will be resisted to 
the utmost and can succeed only after severe fighting. 

6. That it is of little practical value to define a tactical defensive line, since 
it would be respected by neither one side nor the other, the Turks because they 
are determined to drive back the Greeks, the Greeks because no line will satisfy 
them until they obtain the line asked for by Mr. Venizelos. 

7. To concede this line to the Gx'eeks w'ould be to give them territory which is 
purely Turkish and where a bitter resistance would be offered by the inhabitants. 
In addition it will precipitate an outbreak elsewhere in Asia Minor. 

8. Should the Greeks not be allowed to advance, and should they be driven 
back by the Turks, they will undoubtedly lay the blame on the Entente. 

9. Guerilla warfare will continue so long as Greek troops remain in Sanjak, 
and any further advance will tend to create greater difficulties. 

10. For the present best solution is for Greeks to remain practically in the 
present position with exception of certain minor rectifications and that mentioned 
in para. 13. 

1 1 . I recommend that the Greek occupation should extend approximately 
along following line starting from North (ref. i /250,ooo Asia Minor) . ( ?) As point 
on coast 7 miles north east of Aivalik to watershed at Osmanlar (P. 1558) 
thence following along summits of Kestene Dagh, Akmaz Dagh to village of 
Dushme, due south along watershed between the Eurkut Dere and Menteshe 
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Dere to junction of Bekir Ghai and Sumali [Jumaali] Dere, the summits of 
Fiighlajik and Saritash respectively, along straight line in south-southwest 
direction to Urpek Kaya point 1804; through villages Karasigiii, Yenije, 
Tepejik, Tatarkoui, Munteveli, Yenichiftlik, Papazli; southwest [? southeast] 
over point 1804 and Belen Dagh; to village[s] of Kester[i]i, Yarishlik (3 miles 
east of Ahmedli) — Sart; south along ridge to Ardijak-Yaiia to villages Kemer, 
Tabaklar, Semit, Bujak; south to Gha[i]li; southwest to Bademma. Question 
of further boundary will depend on decision given to my proposals in para. 13. 
All villages mentioned are being taken as inclusive to Greeks. 

12. I have considered in suggesting above delimitation Greek point of view 
and advance to line east of Soma Akhissar railways but, as it included occupation 
of further country inhabited almost entirely by Turks, occupation of which 
would lead to further fighting and bitterness, until reasons produced by Greeks 
carry sufficient weight this could not always be admitted. Generally I have 
selected best tactical line in vicinity of line at present occupied. 

13. As a whole Greek division is practically employed defending Aidin area 
on 3 sides in close contact with Turks, Greek position in vicinity of Aidin is 
tactically unsound. An advance will be necessary to secure a good and safe 
position but this will be stoutly resisted by Turks. If Peace Conference raise no 
objection to further hostilities and to occupation of further Turkish villages 
Greeks might be allowed to advance to line ( ? Kochak) Ghai but in view of fact 
that Greeks are at Aidin to [? in] defiance of orders, and that if they remain there 
there will be constant fighting, I recommend that they may be restricted to 
Sanjak area and that allied troops occupy Meander valley as bitterness here is 
more marked than elsewhere. Advances to Manissa and to Aidin have been 
carried out contrary to orders and it is in these two places that all the trouble is 
arising, and so long as Greek troops remain there will continue. 

14. It is highly desirable that an early and clear decision from the Peace Con- 
ference on above points should be given. Such a decision will carry much weight 
and should do much to establish tranquility before the conclusion of harvest 
when unless some solution be found Turkish forces will be considerably increased. 

3. The point in General Milne’s telegram which appears to require special 
consideration and a decision by the Supreme Council is that raised in para. 13 
respecting the south eastern portion of the line, the northern and eastern portions 
of the line being satisfactorily fixed by para. 1 1 of the telegram. 

4. The Supreme Council approved on July i8th an agreement between 
M. Venizelos and M. Tittoni fixing the line of division between the Gi'eek and 
Italian occupations from the mouth of the river Meander as far as Keushk on the 
Smyrna-Aidin Railway.^ What General Milne proposes is in effect that this line 
should either remain as the southei'n limit of the Greek zone of occupation, or be 
modified so as to follow the boundary of the Smyrna sanjak from the point where 
it cuts the boundary of the sanjak, but that in either case the line should remain 
as the Northern boundary of the Italian occupation, the area between the \YaiizeIos- 
Tittoni line and the boundary of the Sanjak being occupied by Allied troops. 

5. Copies of a sketch map of the area in question showing the boundary of the 
Sanjak in purple and the Tittoni-Venizelos line in red, are attached hereto.'^ 

October 2nd, 

Motel Map referred to in Section 5^ routed with original papers as follows — S-G; 
S-D; S-H; I-F. 
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No. 71 


H. D. 67.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Quai dHrsqy^ Paris, on Friday, 

October 10, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. FI. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
St. Quentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G, Russell. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley- Cooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned - 
U.S.A. : Mr. Dresel, Colonel Logan, Mr. Shepardson. 

• British Empire: General Sackville-West, Lt.-Colonel Kisch, Sir George 
Clerk, Mr. Leeper, Mr. Carr, Gapt. Fuller. 

France: Marshal Foch, M. Loucheur, M. Tardieu, General Weygand, 
M. Laroche. 

Italy: M. Brambilla, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

I, 

Admission of Gmnan and [Not printed]- 

Austrian Delegates to the 
International Labour Con- 
ference at Washington 

2. (The Council had before it a note from the Bulgarian Delegation of the 
Request of the Bui- October requesting an extension of ten days to the time 
garian Delegation for for the transmission of the reply to the Conditions of 

the Prolongation by Peace. (See Appendix B.^)) 

Ten Days of the time Glemengeau said that in view of the circumstances he 

PrmntaZn hts Council could refuse the request of 

Observations on the the Bulgarian Delegation. 

Conditions of Peace decided to accede to the request of the Bulgarian 

^ Mr. Polk reported receipt of a note from Baron von Lersner, dated October 4, 1919 
(appendix A in original), thanking him on behalf of the German Government for the 
communication concerning this matter which Mr. Polk had made to the German Delega- 
tion in accordance with the Supreme Council’s decision of September 18 (see No. 60, note i). 
In his note Baron von Lersner proceeded to enquire whether the German delegates to the 
International Labour Conference would be invited and admitted with rights equal to those 
of other delegates. Mr. Polk submitted to the Supreme Council a draft reply and asked 
that, if there were any objections to its contents, they might be brought up at the next 
meeting (see No. 72, minute i and appendix A). 

Not printed. The Bulgarian request was roade on grounds of ‘difficulties of a teclmicai 
order, notably in the woik of translation and printing’ and ‘the great distance separating 
Paris from Sofia’. 

3L 
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Delegation for the prolongation by ten days of the time allowed for the 
presentation of its observations on the Conditions of Peace.) 


Tk Question of German [Not printed] 

and Austro-Hungarian 
Ships in Spanish Ports 

4. (The Council had before it the draft of a note addressed to the German 
Government relative to the evacuation of the Baltic Provinces 
Draft of a reply to the (see Appendix D), prepared by Marshal Foch, in accordance 
note of the German decision of the Supreme Council of October 7th, 

Governmnlrelatweto 

the evacuation of the ^ \ /J 

Baltic Provinces GENERAL Weygand read and commented upon the draft 

of the note in question. He added that, in view of the fact 
that information had just been received to show that German troops were 
conducting active operations in Latvia, he proposed that a sentence be added 
to the end of the third paragraph pointing out that information had just been 
received to show that the German troops had attacked the army of the Letts. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with the terms of the note prepared 
by Marshal Foch. There was one point, however, which he wished to raise. 
The German Government would undoubtedly publish the note and cause 
public opinion in Germany to feel that the AUied and Associated Govern- 
ments were acting in a brutal manner towards Germany. He considered it of 
equal importance that the note should be published by the Allied and 
Associated Governments, and that a paragraph should be inserted to make 
the reasons clear why these Governments considered the German reply to 
be unsatisfactory. He proposed that a paragraph in this sense should be 
inserted after the second paragraph of Marshal Foch’s draft. Sir Eyre Crowe 
then read the draft of the paragraph in question. (See Appendix E.) 

M. Glemenceau said that he would have no objection to the insertion of 
Sir Eyre Crowe’s paragraph in the reply to the German Government. 

Mr. Polk said that he had referred the matter to General Bliss and that 
he could not express his final opinion at the moment, tie would, however, 
communicate his reply at the first opportunity. 

M. Glemenceau said that it would be also necessary to name a General 
to act as head of the mixed Commission mentioned in the note. 

Marshal Foch said that the General could be named after a reply to the 
note had been received from the German Government. 

(It was decided : 

(1) to accept the draft note prepared by Marshal Foch relative to the 

evacuation of the Baltic Provinces mth the addition, to the text 
proposed by Marshal Foch, and with the addition of the draft 
paragraph submitted by Sir Eyre Crowe (see AppendLx E) ; 

(2) to publish the text of the npte.'^) 

3 No. 70 (minute i), 

+ The text of the note in final form was published in the British press on October 13, i g 1 9. 
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5- (The Council had before it the draft of a resolution on the subject of 
Russian Prisoners of War in Germany (see Appendix F) 
Draft of a reso- prepared by Marshal Foch in accordance with the reso- 
lution respecting lotion of the Supreme Council of the yth October, 1919 
Russian Prisoners ^ gggN x 
of war in \ ‘ ‘ J‘J 

Germany GENERAL Weygand read and commented upon the draft 

resolution. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he could not help but feel that the Council were 
going back on their previous decision. In the first instance they had decided 
to wash their hands of the Russian Prisoners in Germany, and they had later 
decided that an International Commission should be appointed upon which 
there should be both German and Russian Representatives. If the present 
draft were accepted, the Council would be going still further, for they would 
be again assuming responsibility. He pointed out that in tlie second para- 
graph of the note there was a clear expression of the acceptance of responsi- 
bility and that in the paragraph numbered i, the Allied and Associated 
Governments spoke of re-establishing an Inter-Allied Commission for the 
control of Russian Prisoners. He thought that it was important to avoid 
the use of the word ‘re-establishment’. Paragraph No. 2, Section B, spoke 
of regulating the ways and means for the repatriation of Russian Prisoners 
of War. This paragraph also was a clear expression of the re-establishment of 
responsibility, and he considered it necessary that the responsibility of the 
Allied and Associated Governments should not be re-established in regard 
to Russian prisoners of war in Germany. 

General Weygand said that he thought it possible that the expressions 
which had been used in the draft resolution went somewhat too far, but the 
question w^as one of the intention of the Allied and Associated Governments. 
The Russian Political Conference at Paris had been informed by General 
Denikin that it was necessary to avoid at all costs the repatriation to Bolshevist 
Russia of Russian Prisoners of War in Germany, who came from those parts 
of Russia, which were under the control of the Soviet Government. He could 
not help but feel that the Allied and Associated Governments had an impor- 
tant interest in this matter, and he did not believe that they could wash their 
hands of the affair and leave the matter entirely to the Germans. Pie felt 
that the Council should not be willing to consider themselves bound by the 
resolution in regard to Russian Prisoners of War which was taken on the 
2nd August. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, at the present time, the German Government 
were not in a position to repatriate the Russian Prisoners of War by way of 
Poland and the Ukraine. 

(It was decided: to request General Weygand and General Sackville-West 
to modify the draft resolution relative to Russian Prisoners of War in 
Germany (see Appendix F), taking into consideration the views expressed 
by Sir Eyre Crowe.) 


s No. 70 (minute 2). 
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6, General Weygand said that he had just received a telegram from. General 

Telegram from General'^^^^^'^ according to which tlie situation in the Baltic 
Dupont relative to the Provinces® was regarded by the War Office at Berlin as 
Situation in the Baltic being very grave. General von der Goltz was unable, or 
Provinces rather unwilling, to return. A new Government had been 

formed at Mitau, at the head of which was Count Pa[li]len. 

M. Berthelot said that this information was similar to that which he had 
received, and, according to which, a Russo-German reactionary Govern- 
ment had been established. 

7. Sir George Clerk said that he had little to add to the written report 

which he had made to the Council. (See Appendix G.) He 
Statement by Sir ventured to express the hope that his report would be kept 
theliiuaZnin Council as he had expressed a number of 

Roumania opinions. He had endeavoured to ascertain in Roumania 

the real meaning for the attitude of the Roumanian Govern- 
ment on the Hungarian question, and the result had been to convince him 
that M. Bratiano had thought that by playing for time the Allied waters 
would become sufficiently troubled for him to catch many excellent fish. 
He therefore considered it essential to make the Roumanian Government 
understand that the Allied and Associated Governments were both absolutely 
united and absolutely definite in their decisions in regard to Roumania. He 
considered it advisable to point out to the Roumanian Government that the 
decisions taken in regard to Roumania, both as regarded the line of the 
frontier and the principle of the minorities treaty, were definite. He con- 
sidered that this would put an end to the Roumanian hopes, which were 
founded on delay in settling with Turkey, arranging the Adriatic question 
and other difficult points upon which M. BratianO was counting. In regard 
to Hungary, he considered that the first step necessary^ was a provisional 
recognition of a Hungarian Government which could maintain order, hold 
elections and negotiate peace. As soon as such a Government existed, the 
Roumanian troops could be asked to evacuate, and this alone could definitely 
put an end to the requisitions about which there had been so much discussion. 
He proposed that the Pliiiigarians should be told the conditions upon which 
a Hungaria.n Government would be satisfactory to the Allied and Associated 
Governments, He thought that M. Friedrich should be told what he must do, 
that his present Government no more corresponded to the views of the Allied 
and Associated Governments than the Government of Archduke Joseph. He 
thought that M. Friedrich should be invited to broaden the bases of his 
Government. It was necessary to have some solvent to loosen the ciystals 
concerned in Hungarian affairs. For instance an Allied Commission of a 
political character, holding direct and locally supreme authority from the 
Allies, should negotiate with the various Hungarian political parties. He 
thought that upon such a condition [? commission] Roumania should be 
represented at least in a consultative character. 


^ See Voli XII of this series. 



M. Clemengeau suggested that Sir George Clerk prepare draft notes to 
the Roumanian and Hungarian Governments. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Supreme Council had received a reply to 
the message decided upon by the Supreme Council at its meeting of the 
22nd August (h. d. 36’), instructing the French Minister at Bucharest in 
the name of the Supreme Council to ask for further information on tlie inten- 
tions of the Roumanian Government with regard to the Banat, and directing 
him to inform the Roumanian Government that the frontiers laid down by 
the Council in the Banat and elsewhere were final. 

M. Berthelot said that no reply had been received from the Roumanian 
Government. 

M. Laroche said that, as the first telegram did not appear to have reached 
its destination, a second telegram in the same sense had been despatched 
about a month before the present date. The French Minister at Bucharest 
had acknowledged the receipt of this second telegram and had stated that he 
had brought it to the attention of the Roumanian Government. Up to the 
present, however, the Roumanian Government had made no reply. 

Mr. Polk said that the American Charge d’Affaires at Bucharest had been 
unable to discover whether the communication in the sense of the telegram 
in question had been received at the Roumanian Foreign Office. He thought 
that M. Bratiano appeared convinced that he could improve liis position by 
waiting. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said, with reference to Sir George Clerk’s first memo- 
randum,® that on the 20th September, M. Bratiano had stated that the 
Roumanian Government claimed new frontiers. 

’ No, 40 (minute 5). 

8 The reference was to a memorandum by Sir G. Clerk dated from Bucharest on September 
20,1919. This memorandum read as follows ; 

‘At an interview which I had with Mr. Bratiano today. His Excellency made to me a 
statement of his views on the Hungarian situation in the following sense. 

‘Mr. Bratiano began by saying that he had heard, not from Mr. Misu but indirectly 
from Paris that my reports to the Supreme Council had been at any rate so far accepted 
as showing the possibility of an understanding between Roumania and the Allies, He 
therefore desired to set forth in more precise detail in this question [iic]. 

‘Mr. Bratiano felt that as regards requisitions etc., especially as all requisitions from 
private individuals had been stopped and as some of the charges made against the 
Roumanians could be shown to be unfounded, there would be no real difficulty, certainly 
none in principle, in reaching an agreement satisfactory to both parties. 

‘I'he point on which it seemed to Mr. Bratiano that agreement had still to be reached 
was that of the conditions of, and time for, evacuation by the Roumanian troops. 

‘Tire withdrawal should be so carried out as to ensure in the evacuated territory a 
Government of order in being, so that the work done by the Roumanian army when it 
demolished bolshevism at Buda-Pesth should not lack permanence. 

‘The individuals who could form such a Government of order should be supported by 
the Peace Conference and the Roumanian military authorities in agreement. 

‘The declaration of the Conference that the choice of these individuals was the exclusive 
concern of the Hungarian people was a theoretical formula. In practice, the Allies could 
not remain indifferent to the character of these individuals, as regards either their 
tendencies in internal politics or their international relations. This was proved by the 
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M. Glemengeau said that at the present time the Roumanians and the 
Serbs were in agreement as to the Banat. 

M. Berthelot added that the question dealt with the evacuation of the 

objections of the Conference to the Arch-Duke Joseph and by the presumably certain 
fact that the Conference would not support partisans of bolshevik ideas. 

‘Mr. Bratiano thought that the representatives of the Conference and the representative 
of the Roumanian Government should go into this question at Buda-Pesth and sceli in 
agreement how to enable a Government, which would guarantee the general polilicai 
interests of the Entente as well as the interests of Roumania, to surmount the difficulties 
in front of it. 

‘Roumanian interests could be summed up as follows : — 

(a) Friendly relations with respect to the new Roumanian frontier, as regards which 

Hungary should renounce all claims. 

(b) The new frontier should leave to Roumania the mouths of the River Marosh, the 

junction of the Bdees Csaba railway, and a zone of territory sufficient to ensure the 
safety of the railway from Oradea Mare to Szatmar. 

‘As regards b, Mr. Bratiano observed that possession of both banks of the Marosh to 
its mouth was an economic necessity of the first order for Roumania, since this river, 
whose whole course otherwise flows in Roumanian territory, is the only navigable water- 
way that penetrates to the centre of the Kingdom. 

‘Bekes Csaba is the central junction of the railways on which the whole economic life 
of the Arad region depends. Moreover the majority of the inhabitants are Slovaks, who 
have on several occasions expressed their desire to remain united to Roumania, 

‘So far as concerned the zone of territory necessary to secure the safety of the railway 
from Oradea Mare to Szatmar, the frontier should not come nearer than 20 kilo- 
metres to a line on which the life and security of all the Western part of Transylvania 
depended. 

‘Mr. Bratiano believed that the Conference only drew the frontier which it selected 
under fear of the dangers which the trace which he proposed ofiered from Magyar 
hostility and opposition, but he had serious reasons to know that assent could be found 
at Buda-Pesth to the frontier he suggested. 

‘Hungarian statesmen of eveiy political shade, from the most reactionary to the most 
extreme left, had made proposals for a special understanding with the Roumanian 
Government. The latter had refrained from making any engagement outside of an 
understanding with the Conference, for they considered, as had already been said, that 
a sound policy could only be carried out in sincere agreement with the Allies. 

‘Without such agreement, the Roumanian Army could not help to set up a Hungarian 
Government which, after having been made master of the situation, would not give the 
guarantees necessary for peace in Central Europe and tranquillity in Roumania. 

‘Mr. Bratiano hoped that the Allies would recognise the vital interests of Roumania in 
this matter, and thus enable him, or his successor, to work as he wished to do loyally and 
wholeheartedly with the Allies. It was his duty to defend what he held to be Rouinania’s 
interests to the utmost of his powers, but if he failed then only two policies remained for 
him. One was to carry on an individual Roumanian policy in Hungary, working 
separately from the Entente. That he could not, and would not, consent to do, asid there- 
fore he would be forced to adopt the only other alternative, namely, to evacuate Hungary 
forthwith and leave her to settle her own fate. The chaos and disorder which would 
ensue would at least leave Roumania free from the fear of any attack from Hungary, 
while the internal condition of Roumania would benefit by the return of much needed 
labour and the lifting of a heavy financial burden, and Mr. Bratiano would free himself 
from the charge, now being made against himj of deliberately keeping tlic army mobilised 
so that it might not vote at the forthcoming elections. 

George R, Clerk.’ 
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Banat and that both the Roumanian and the Serb-Groat-SIovene Govern- 
ments were withdrawing their troops. 

Mr. Polk asked Sir George Clerk whether he had had a copy of the tele- 
gram based upon the resolution of the 22nd of August. 

Sir George Clerk replied that he had not had a copy of this telegram. 

M. Glemengeau proposed that Sir George Clerk and M. Bertlielot be 
directed to draft notes to the Roumanian and Hungarian Governments. 

Mr. Polk asked for information as to the attitude of the Roumanian 
Government on the subject of the requisitions which had taken place. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked whether the note to the Hungarian Government 
should be addressed to M. Friedrich. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought that it should. 

Mr. Polk said that he felt considerable doubt on the subject. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the relations between the Interallied Generals 
at Budapest and the Roumanian authorities had become very strained, and 
that for this reason he believed there was a great deal to be said for the 
appointment of a civil Commission, which should be authorized to speak in 
the name of the Council. 

Mr. Polk said that he had grave doubts as to the advisability of recalling 
the Inter- Allied Military Mission at Budapest. The Mission were in a most 
unenviable position, and there was no question of the fact that the Roumanian 
authorities at Budapest had lied to them continually. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he agreed with Mr. Polk as to the unenviable 
position of the Inter-Allied Military Mission. He had not intended to recall 
that Mission, but considered that to send a Mission of higher rank would 
have many advantages. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought this proposal was worthy of serious 
consideration. 

M. Berthelot said that it would be necessary to tell M. Friedrich that the 
Allied and Associated Governments considered that he was acting as a mask 
for the Archduke Joseph, and that they considered it impossible for him to 
remain. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought that M. Friedrich might be asked 
to resign or else to broaden the basis of his Government. 

M. Berthelot said that he thought it would be preferable, to have 
M. Friedrich retire. The Governments of the States bordering upon Hungary 
had no confidence in him and he thought that they considered him reac- 
tionary and Anti-Semitic and that in occupying his present position it was to 
act as a mask for the Archduke Joseph, He thought that M. Friedrich should 
consequently retire as the head of the Government, but this did not mean 
that he should not occupy a position in the Government. 

Sir George Clerk said that he felt that he ought to point out that in 
the opinion of the Allied Generals at Budapest, M. Friedrich was the best 
person. 

M. Berthelot said that lie had no objection to M. Friedrich as a man but 
considered him, however, merely as a symbol. If the Conference adopted 
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the course of treating with him, they would give the appearance of treating 
with the Archduke Joseph. He thought that M. Heinrich was a person with 
whom the Allied and Associated Governments could enter into negotiations. 
He was undoubtedly a man of the same sort as Friedrich but there was a 
difference. His Government might be more democratic, and in entering 
into negotiations with him, the Allied and Associated Governments could not 
be charged with entering into negotiations with the Archduke as he did not 
think that M. Heinrich represented the Archduke. 

Sir George Clerk said he agreed but there was a question of form to be 
considered. He proposed that the Conference inform M. Friedrich tliat they 
were not satisfied with the Government as constituted under him. He 
suggested that M. Friedrich be asked whether he was prepared to broaden 
the basis of his Government in such a form as to be satisfactory to the Allied 
and Associated Governments. If he were not prepared to do this he should 
be informed that he must go. It would then be a question of a Government 
under Heinrich or Peidl. 

M. Berthelot said that he felt that there was danger in treating with 
M. Friedrich in any form whatsoever. 

Mr. Polk said that he was confident that M. Berthelot and Sir George 
Clerk could prepare a text which would be satisfactory to the Council. He 
then asked Sir George Glerk where the difficulty in arming the police of 
Budapest lay. 

Sir George Clerk replied that the Roumanian Government said that if 
the police at Budapest were armed, there was danger of a White Terror. 
M. Diamandi had said that at the time when the Roumanians should 
evacuate Budapest it would be necessary for them to arm the police. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought they had no intention of arming the 
police. 

Sir George Clerk said that in his opinion the only means of improving 
the situation lay in appointing a Commission or in despatching a note. He 
wished to add, confidentially, that M. Friedrich had informed him, but asked 
him in no event to let the Roumanians become aware of the fact, that if the 
Roumanians should leave, he had sufficient police and arms. He thought 
that M. Friedrich undoubtedly had some scheme in view. 

Mr. Polk said that Colonel Antonesco, a Roumanian officer, who had 
recently been in Paris, had assured him in a conversation which had taken 
place a few days before that the police at Budapest would be armed upon the 
following day. In point of fact nothing had occurred. He thought that it 
was most important that the blockade preventing the shipment of arms to 
Hungary should not be removed. He also wished to say that the conduct of 
the Roumanians in Bessarabia had called forth strong adverse comment. 
He was informed that the Roumanian authorities v-;ere holding elections 
and enforcing conscription. He thought that the action of the Roumanian 
Government in Bessarabia should be cpnsidered by the Council. 

M. Glemenceau said that he agreed and that the matter should be dis- 
cussed at the next meeting. 
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8. (The Council had before it a memorandum of 23rd September prepared 
by the American Representatives on the Organization 
Proposal of the Orgamza- Committee of the Reparations Commission.®) 
tion Committee of the a tx i • 

Reparations Commission M. LoucHEUR said that the American Delegation 
for the despatch of a Sub- proposed that a sub-committee be sent to Budapest to 
Committee to determine ascertain what , material had been requisitioned and 
the reparation value of T^^hat could be placed to the account of the Allies. Sir 
George Clerk was informed in regard to the matter, 
manians in his report, he had expressed the opinion that it 

would be inadvisable to put the Roumanians before a 
tribunal. If this were done Roumanian opinion would be unnecessarily 
offended and it was important to treat the Roumanians as Allies. He pro- 
posed that the Roumanians should be admitted to representation on the sub- 
committee in a deliberative capacity. He added that in taking this action 
the Allied and Associated Governments would only be giving to Roumania 
what was due her, because, according to the regulations of the Treaty of 
Peace in regard to the Reparations Commission, the Allied States interested, 
and Roumania was one, were to be admitted to the meetings of the Repara- 
tions Commission in the discussion of the questions affecting them. The sub- 
committee could also study the food question in Hungary, but the immediate 
question before the Council was that of appointing a sub-committee with a 
Roumanian member. 

Sir George Clerk said that he would suggest that the sub-committee be 
placed under the orders of the Reparations Commission rather than of the 
Allied Generals at Budapest. 

Mr. Polk said that he agreed. He wished to submit an amended proposal 
which he thought would meet the objections which had been raised. (See 
Appendix I.) 

M. Loucheur said that he agreed in principal [ffr] to the proposed resolu- 
tion submitted by Mr. Polk, but desired time to examine it carefully. 

I (It was decided: 

(1) to send to Budapest a Sub-Committee to determine the reparation 

! value of material removed from Hungary by the Roumanians ; 

(2) that this Sub-Committee should be composed of representatives of the 

principal Allied and Associated Powers and to which should be 
added a Roumanian Representative, who should sit in a deliberative 
capacity; 

(3) that the Sub-Committee should be under the orders of the Organiza- 

tion Committee of the Reparations Commission.) 

(It was further decided : 

to refer to the Organization Committee of the Reparations Commission 
the proposed resolution (see Appendix I), relative to the constitution and 
functions of the Sub-Committee, submitted by Mr. Polk.) 

« This memorandum, annexed in the original as appendix H, is not here printed. It is 
printed by F. Deak, op. cit., pp. 499-502. 
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9- Marshal Foch said that it was of urgent importance to decide as to the 
composition of the Armies of Occupation, which should be 

Composition of fu^^nislied by the Allied and Associated Governments in the 
Interallied Forces , , . . , 

of Occupation plebiscite and other areas. 

M. Glemengeau said that he had just sent bir hyre Growe a 
communication in regard to the matter. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 


HStel de Cnllon, Paris, 
October lo, igig. 


Appendix D to No. 71 
Gommander-in-Ghief of the Allied Armies. 

G.H.Q . October y, igig. 

General Staff 
G-3 

Draft of a Note to be sent to the German Government regarding the evacuation 
of the Baltic Countries 

The Allied and Associated Governments note the formally expressed pretentions 
of the German Government, in its note of October 3, to undertake and to pursue 
in the most energetic manner, the withdrawal of its troops from the Baltic regions 
and Lithuania. 

They also consider as opportune the measures decided upon by the German 
Government for that purpose. 

However, they call attention to the fact that those measures will have value and 
be efficacious only if they are fully and strictly executed by the German troops. 
Experience proves indeed that certain agreements already made have not been 
respected — notably on the subject of stopping reinforcements for the East. 

The Allied and Associated Governments could not therefore admit that the 
German Government can be considered as having done all that was in its power 
to fulfil its obligations of evacuation. 

As a consequence, they maintain the principle of the full responsibility of that 
Government in the execution of the evacuation, and they mean to maintain 
integrally the coercive measures announced by their telegram of September 2 7th, 
as long as the evacuation has not been undertaken and pursued with all the 
desirable celerity. 

However, for the purpose of encouraging the execution of that operation and 
lending assistance to the German Government, the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments accept to send Allied representatives whose mission should consist: 

in receiving from the German Government information regarding the measures 
decided upon by it, in view to regulating the conditions of the evacuation, as well 
as in proposing measures which they themselves may deem advisable; 

in exercising on the spot and, with ail freedom of action, the effective control 
of the execution of said measures. 

The Chairmanship of the Allied Commission should be in the hands of a 
superior officer appointed by the Allied and Associated Governments. 



Only when that superior officer has infoi-med the Supreme Council of the Allied 
and Associated Governments that the operations of evacuation are progressing 
normally, can the stopping of the measures provided for by the telegram of 
September 27th be considered. 

The German Government is asked to kindly send its answer as soon as possible. 
Appendix E to No. 71 

But when the German government contends that the action they have taken 
must absolve them from the charge of having neglected to fulfil their honourable 
obligations under the armistice, it is necessary to point out that the orders of 
the German government have, notwithstanding the repeated demands and 
remonstrances on the part of the Allied and Associated governments, been so long 
delayed that the German government now claim to be practically powerless to 
enforce them. It is difficult not to believe that their long delay has been deliberate, 
calculated as it was to lead to the very results which the German government now 
affect to deplore. It seems indeed impossible otherwise to explain their refusal to 
recall General von der Goltz who has been their official instrument in creating the 
present situation in open defiance of the legitimate representations of the Allied 
and Associated governments. Why was the General’s recall thrice demanded, 
refused? Why was he, after being summoned to Berlin only recently, sent back 
deliberately to the scene of his activities except to complete under the authority 
of his official command the organization which now affords to the German govern- 
ment the pretext that the troops hitherto paid, clothed, and transported by them 
have passed out of their control? Has General von der Goltz acted contrai'y to 
their instructions ? If so, why has not his insubordination been punished either by 
formal dismissal or in any other way? 

Unless some very much more satisfactory explanations of these matters than 
those hitherto afforded are given by the German Government the Allied and 
Associated governments cannot admit the contention that the German govern- 
ment have, as they assert, continually made the most energetic efforts to withdraw 
the German troops from the Baltic states. 

Appendix F to No. 71 

Draft of a Resolution on the subject of the Russian Priso?iers of War in Germany 

By its resolution of August 2nd, 1919, the Supreme Council of the Allied and 
Associated Governments has charged again the German Government with the 
supplying and the upkeep of the Russian prisonei's of war interned in Germany, 
and accorded to that Government full liberty of action regai'ding the ways and 
means of repatriating those prisoners. 

Ilie application of those provisions, creating certain difficulties of such a nature 
as to aggravate the material and moral situation of the interned Russian piisoners 
of war, the Allied and Associated Governments, in a spirit of humanity, have 
decided to adopt all measures guaranteeing to those prisoners decent conditions 
of life, and to pursue their repatriation within the limit compatible with the 
internal situation of Russia. 

For that purpose, and taldng into account the request expressed by the German 
Go^'^ernment itself, it has been decided : 



1st: The interallied Commission for the control of the Russian piisoners of war, 
created in execution of the Armistice of January i6, 1919, shall be reestablished 
and transformed into an International Commission by the adjunction of a German 
representative and a Russian representative. 

2nd : That International Commission, operating in Berlin under the Chairman- 
ship of one of the Allied representatives, shall have as mission : 

(fl) to control the material situation of the interned Russian prisoners of war 
(food, clothing, hygienic conditions of installation, sanitary treatment) ; 

(b) to regulate, in accord with the German Government, and taking into 
account the instructions of the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated 
Powers, the ways and means for the repatriation of the Russian prisoners of war. 

(c) to send to the Supreme Council all useful proposals concerning the help 
which might be granted, in case of urgency, to the German Government by the 
Allied and Associated Governments, (improvement of the material situation of 
the prisoners, facilities for the transportation for their repatriation), being under- 
stood that the cost for the upkeep of the prisoners of war falls entirely upon the 
German Government, and that the cooperation considered above w^ouid have to 
be reimbursed by Germany. 

3rd : a special Interallied Commission, opei'ating in Paris, shall be charged with 
the final settlement of the questions of a financial nature, of supplies and of 
transportation which remain unsettled at the time of the dissolution of the Inter- 
allied Commission of Control, namely: 

Reimbursement for flour to the German Govermnent. Liquidation of the 
liabilities of the Interallied Commission (500,000 marks) . 

Reimbursement to the German Government of its expenditures made for the 
Kiev refugees. 

Utilization of the Russian money which remains in the hands of the Gei-man 
Government (20,000,000 rubles). 

That Commission will be qualified to prepare the decision of the Supreme 
Council regarding those questions and to follow its execution in connection with 
the Interallied or national organs concerned. 

Besides, in the future, it shall have to follow, in the same cpnditions, the proposals 
which the International Commission might send to the Supreme Council in 
conformity with the provisions of Par. 2, Alinea c. 

Appendix G to No. 71 
Document i 

BRITISH DELEGATION, PARIS. 

October 7, jgig. 

Monsieur Le President du Conseil, 

I have the honour to submit herewith to Your Excellency and the Supreme 
Council a report of my Mission to Bucharest and Buda Pesth, from September 24th 
last, when I sent Mr. Leeper back to Paris with M. Bratiano’s latest proposals,^ 
to the 4th' instant on which day I left Buda Pesth. Attached to my report is a 
note by Mr. Leeper’^'* dealing with the questions of the minorities ti-eaty and the 
internal political situation in Roumania. 


Document 3 in this appendix. 



i ly mis^on wp, strictly speaking, confined to taking the communication of the 
bupreme Council to M. Bratiano, with such verbal comments as he might seek 
rom me, and, on subsequent instructions, to comparing the evidence as to 
Roumaman requisitioning collected by the Inter-Allied Mission of Generals at 
Buda Pesth with the assurances given to me on this head by the Roumanian 
oveinment. .1 have therefore throughout considered and declared myself as 
smp y a messenger from the Supreme Council, and if my^- report seems to go beyond 
the functions of a messenger, it is because I thought it my duty to give the Supreme 
Council as clear an appreciation as possible of the Roumanian and Hungarian 
situation, an appreciation derived from conversations with those most qualified 
to speak in both countries. 

In the same spirit, I have ventured to make certain suggestions, not because I 
consider myself qualified to put them forward, with any authority, but in the hope 
toat, m a very complicated question, they may at least serve to help the Supreme 
Council to take their decision. 

. ^ venire to obseiwe that, if I have in any way succeeded in faithfully represent- 
ing the Roumanian simation to the Supreme Council, it is mainly, if not entirely, 
due to the assistance I received from Mr. A. W. A. Leeper, the Secretary of my 
Mission. His experience of the Roumanian question in ail the forms in which it 
came before the Peace Conference, his great knowledge of Roumanian men and 
parties, and his objective and impartial insight into their real aims and intentions, 
were of the highest value. Moreover, Mr. Leeper was able, while in Bucharest, 
to coiject in many quartep misunderstandings and misrepresentations of the 
Allies, and, if Roumania does once more co-operate loyally with 
the Allied Powers, the credit will be in no small measure due to him. 

In conclusion, I should add that the Roumanian Government welcomed and 
assisted my mission in every way possible. They showed the greatest readiness to 
help, and they manifestly desired to express their sincere wish to re-establish 
complete friendship and understanding with the Allies. 

I have the honour, etc., 
George R. Clerk. 


Document 2 
Report^^ 

The Supreme Council is already aware of the situation in Roumania up to 
September 24th last, on which date I sent Mr. Leeper to Paris with M. Bratiano’s 
detailed views, and it is perhaps unnecessary to recapitulate anything before that 
date. 

But in Older to give a clear appreciation of the Hungarian situation I must 
travel somewhat outside the actual obj'ect of my mission, as political developments 
m Roumania interact closely upon her attitude in Buda-Pesth. 

Mr. Leeper left, a pro-Bratiano Government had been formed under 
11. Manolescu but it collapsed that same day owing to the sudden refusal of the 
i iaiisylvaman Ministers to participate. Bucharest is a small place, and in view 
of the general political excitement, which made it impossible .for me to greet a 
ivoumaman statesman without immediate rumours that the Supreme Council 

» This report is printed by F. Deak, op. dt., pp. 503-12. 
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were supporting his party, I judged it best to withdraw to the country while wait- 
ing for the instructions which were to be sent to me after the meeting of the Council 
on September 25thd^ 

On September 28th I received the telegram instructing me to proceed to 
Buda-Pesth,’^ and I ari'anged to leave next morning. Meanwhile, after the 
collapse of the Manolescu Government, the King sent for M. Take. lonescu, who 
also spoke for General Averescu and M. Maniu, and agreed to their forming a 
joint Government, whose foreign policy was to be based on complete understand- 
ing with the Allies, including, in M. Take lonescu’s intention, acceptance of the 
Minorities Treaty, but with, if possible, modifications of some of the most obnoxious 
clauses. The same afternoon M. Bratiano had a long interview with the King, 
with the result that His Majesty suddenly foi'med a Government of six Generals on 
the active list, under General Vaitoianu with M. Misu as Minister of .Foreign 
Affairs. This Government took office next day, and was in being on my return to 
Bucharest. The King was under the impression that he has happily solved his 
difficulties by creating a neutral non-political Government that could hold the 
elections with complete freedom and impartiality, but in fact it is only a form of 
a Bratiano Government, for the President of the Council, who was Minister of War 
under M. Brati[a]no, is bound by many ties to M. Gonstantinescu, who is the 
political shadow of M. Bratiano. 

Before leaving for Buda Pesth on September 29th, I saw M. Bratiano and 
General Vaitoianu. Both assured me, as the King had repeatedly done, the [? that] 
Roumania intended to stay in the Alliance and to co-operate wholeheartedly with 
the Entente. The difficult point was the Minorities Treaty, to yield on which was 
impossible for Roumanian honour and independence, but the intention was to 
keep this burning cjuestion floating until the Roumanian people had pronounced 
upon it at a free election. I wondered what would happen if the Allies, who were 
perhaps less interested in the skilful moves of M. Bratiano’s internal policy, could 
not keep their decision waiting for the Roumanian elections, which have, I think, 
been successively postponed since last January, and should demand a definite 
answer from Roumania in the near future. Neither M. Bratiano nor General 
Vaitoianu — ^who told me he absolutely accepted M. Bratiano’s foreign policy — 
could answer more than that a very serious situation would arise. On the other 
hand, both gave me the most satisfactory assurances as regards Hungary. All 
requisitions, beyond those of railway and war material, and food supplies for the 
army of occupation, had been stopped, and the Roumanian Government were 
most anxious, in their own interests to establish good relations with Hungary. It 
was only a question of finding a Hungarian Government with which both the 
Allies and Roumania could work in accord. 

.1 left .Bucharest on the morning of Monday, September 29th but only arrived 
at Buda Pesth on Wednesday morning, October ist. I could not see the Allied 
Generals until the afternoon, so I visited M. Diamaiidy, the Roumanian Higli 
Gommissione.r, first. Pie repeated what M. Bratiano had said about the stopping 
of requisitions, and maintained that care had been exercised to leave the agri- 
cultural population supplies sufficient for their needs, and gave me the attached 
report on the supplying of Buda Pesth, *3 to show what had been done for the 
inhabitants of the city. As regards the breaking up and removal of machinery, 
With the consequent loss of work and danger of disorder, he maintained that 
Roumania was justified in protecting herself against her enemy being able to 
Cf. No. 64, minute 6. *3 Document 5 in this appendix. 



manufacture masses of war material, and inevitably the Roumanian action was 
on a large scale, since practically every Hungarian factory turned out war material. 

With respect to his relations with the Hungarian Government, he said that 
M. Friedrich would neither resign himself, nor accept colleagues in his Ministry 
from other political parties, so that a coalition Government, which alone gave the 
guarantee necessary for a free electoral choice of the Hungarian people, did not 
exist. M. Friedrich was, after all, the man who called the Ai’chduke Joseph to take 
charge of the Government, and stood for a reactionary and anti-Roumanian 
policy. M. Diamandy had been much impressed, during a recent visit to Vienna, 
by the anxiety with which M. Renner and the Austrian Government were watch- 
ing developments in Hungary. They, and to some extent he too, professedly dread 
reaction and a White terror. 

Lastly, M. Diamandy complained that he got but little help or support from 
the inter-allied Mission, though he recognised that this was largely due to the fact 
that they were soldiers, rigidly bound by, and adhering to, certain definitely 
limited instructions. He could therefore never get from them any wider political 
consideration, but he felt that while he, whatever difierences there might be 
amongst ourselves, always tried to maintain outwardly the solidarity of the Allies, 
the Generals tended to look on themselves as the protectors of the Hungarians 
against the Roumanian oppressor — an attitude of which the Hungarian was not 
slow tp avail himself. 

Subsec|uently I attended a meeting of the Commission of the four (4) Allied 
Generals, of which a proces-verbal is attached."*^ Their instructions from the 
Supreme Council were : — 

1 . to see that the conditions of the November armistice were properly carried out ; 

2. to protect such Hungarian property as would foi’m the common reparation 

stock of the Allies and to prevent it from being taken out of the country; 

3. to organize a Hungarian police and gendarmerie. 

To these instructions they have rigidly adhered, but say that they have found 
nothing but obstruction from the Roumanians. They cannot get Roumanian 
officers detailed to help them in checking requisitions, they get promises, but 
nothing else, of rifles wherewith to organize the police, and they live in a cloud of 
polite lies. In view of the Roumanian attitude, it has been impossible for them to 
carry out their instructions, and their position in Buda Pesth is helpless until there 
is either an Allied dictator, with force at his back which the Roumanians must 
respect, or the Roumanians evacuate. The first solution being improbable, the 
Generals strongly advocate immediate evacuation, the more so as they are confident 
that, whatever might have been the case 3 or 4 weeks ago, M. Friedrich could now 
keep order from the moment the Roumanians leave. But they urge, strongly that 
they should have authority from the Conference to give the amount of support, 
which provisional recognition by the Conference would confer, to such a Govern- 
ment, as they, with their experience of the situation, consider adequate for a tem- 
porary administration and for preparing the elections. Such recognition would both 
oblige the Roumanians to loosen the bands with which they have tied the Hungarian 
Government hand and foot, and would enable that Government to exercise real 
authority and so escape having to improvise it at the last moment. 

As regards the question of requisitions, the Generals consider that the Rou- 
manians, who were at first gratefully welcomed by the Hungarian people as their 

*4 Document 4 in this appendix. Cf. ]sjo. 28, appendix B. 
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saviours from the Bolsheviks, have seriously if not irretrievably, spoilt their position 
by the persistence, extent and stupidity of their requisitioning, and they have 
further lost Hungarian sympathy by the way in which they have blocked all 
attempts of the Hungarian Government to administer the country. 

The inter “Allied Mission has accumulated a mass of evidence which it is quite 
impossible to ignore on the subject of requisitions, I annex to this report some of 
the instances which the Mission have given to It is believed to be true that 

the Roumanian Government have given official orders to stop all requisitioning 
of private property and is requisitioning only railway material, war material, and 
food-stuffs necessary for the army of occupation. Indeed, the Roumanians are 
actually by way of sending back into Hungary, locomotives in excess of the 
thousand they have already taken. Now while the Roumanian idea of ‘war 
material’ is very large, if these orders were rigorously applied, the Hungarians 
would at least know where they stand and could make a beginning of a fresh 
industrial and agricultural life. But the facts carefully compiled by the inter- 
Allied Mission leave little doubt that in practice requisitioning of ail sorts is 
continued. Gases brought to the notice of the Roumanian authorities such as 
M, Diamandy, the High Commander [? Commissioner] or General Mardarescu, 
the Gommander-in-Chief, are indeed dealt with at once by them and an order is 
immediately issued for investigation, reparation, and, if necessary, punishment. 
But the experience of the Allied Mission is that, with the writing of the order, the 
matter ends and the members of the Mission have neither time nor personnel to 
drive the Roumanians into full investigation of the large number of cases that are 
reported daily. In fact, the Roumanian, who is after all a Balkan and therefore 
an Oriental, and who has been pillaged and looted by the enemy and by his 
Russian ally, sees here, in the occupation of Hungary, an opportunity which he 
will consider himseli' a lunatic to forego. From the private soldier who ‘requisitions’ 
the umbrella of a passenger leaving the station, to the officer who ‘requisitions’ a 
motor car or a carpet to be sold for cash to a Jew and re-sold by the latter at a 
higher price to its original owner, they intend to leave this country with their 
pockets full. The Roumanian Government, and those responsible for the conduct 
of its affairs, do realize that Hungary, stripped bare of all necessaries of life, is 
entirely contrary to the interests of Roumania, and are possibly sincere in their 
intention to take, with a little interest, only what they consider to be their lawful 
property, stolen from them, and to limit their requisitions to the quantities they 
haveSilaid down. But unfortunately they have neither the authority nor the energy 
to suppress with a rigorous hand the mis-doings of their subordinates. 

While it is hard to believe that the Roumanians can really have stripped the 
country to the extent presumed in the Memorandum of September 23rd, 1919, by 
the American Representatives on the Organisation Committee of the Reparation 
Commission® — after all, the Hungarian peasant is as good as others in hiding his 
possession from the looter, and the Roumanian has many more accomplished rivals 
in the art of looting — there is no shadow of doubt that the common property of the 
Allies has been diminished by Roumanian action, and that owing largely to that 
action, the Allie.s have the additional burden of helping Hungary to regain her 
economic existence. 

I also had an interview with M. Friedrich, the head of the Hungarian Govern- 
ment. He is a young man, the son, I believe, of a small doctor, and not, I should 
say, a man of big political imagination. But he has shown strength and courage 



in holding on to an office which is neither lucrative nor comfortable, and he has 
by now probably more or less established himself in the opinion of a great mass of 
Hungarians. He is frankly against a coalition government, which in reality, accord- 
ing to him, really means giving a wholly disproportionate representation to the 
8 or 1 0 per cent, of Socialists among the workers of Buda Pesth. He admits that 
Ms strength does not lie in Buda Pesth, but claims that the country outside is 
wholly with him. In fact one reason why he has not resigned, in face of the 
impossible po.sition in which he is kept by the Roumanians, is that, were he to do 
so, the peasants would see in it a Jewish manoeuvre and would start local retalia- 
tion, with fatal results. Pie is frankly anti-Roumanian; in fact, lie is — like the 
leaders in all these countries in regard to their neighboui's — pessimistic about the 
stability of all the new and aggrandized States of Southern and Central Europe, 
except Hungary, whose geographical position, command of the Danube, and 
industrial population ensure her recovery and eventual prosperity. But to recover, 
Hungary needs help, and M. Friedrich looks to the Western Powers to provide it. 
Hungary entered the war, not because she liked it nor for gain, but because in 
honour bound to Austria and Gei'many. She has lost and must pay the price, but 
now asks for help to win back her rightful place among the nations of Europe. For 
the moment, M. Friedrich does not ask the Supreme Council to grant him pro- 
visional recognition, for fear they should refuse, and thereby undermine such 
moral authority as he possesses. But he does ask that the Council should allow him 
to hold the elections, under the control and supervision of Allied officials, so that 
there may be no accusations of pressure or unfairness. The elections will provide 
a Government which Roumania cannot completely ignore, and will allow Hungary 
to make a beginning of her new life. 

M, Friedrich further assured me that he could maintain order in Buda Pesth 
when the Roumanians left. 

I also received a visit from M. Garami, a leader of the Social Democrat party. 

He said that Flimgary had two pressing needs ; social quiet and order at home, 
and an early peace with the Allies. M. F’riediich’s Government was unable to 
secure one or the other. It was unrepresentative, for it included neither the 
commercial nor the industrial nor the working sections of the community. Its 
strength was among the peasants, and it represented those who belonged to the 
three ‘Christian’ parties who were well under 50 per cent, of the population and 
the majority of the territorial magnates, but it did not even include the small land- 
holders, the strongest peasant organisation in Hungary. It was avowedly royalist, 
and M. Friedrich was merely keeping a place warm for the Archduke Joseph. 
Such a Government could not bring social quiet, nor did it correspond to the 
demand of the Peace Conference for a Government representing all parties. But 
so long as M. Friedrich was there, the way for any other Government was blocked. 
'Jlierefore M. Friedrich must go. 

There were two ways to effect this. 

One, by a popular rising in Buda Pesth, but M. Garami, himself an avowed 
Social Democrat, would deplore this, for it would be a disaster for Hungary and 
Europe. Who could say where such a rising would end? And what would be the 
effect on the workers of Western Europe of the Hungarian proletariat, who had 
rejected Bolshevism, being driven back towards it as the only reply to the reactionary 
Government by which it was now replaced? 

The other way, the only way, was for the Supreme Council to repeat to M. Frie- 
drich the message they had sent to the Archduke. It was no longer possible to be 



rigid about nonintervention in the internal affairs of Hungary. The principle had 
already been broken in the case of the Archduke, and only intervention could save 
Hungary now. 

All classes, if they knew that the Allies’ view, as stated to the Archduke, held 
good for Friedrich, were ready to form a Government answering to those views. 
But it would want a week or ten days, and, in the absence of any international 
force, must therefore be done while the Roumanians were still in occupation. 
Otherwise, Admiral Horthy’s force would come, and the incidents of Trans- 
Danubia would be repeated on a larger scale in Buda Pesth, until the workers, in 
self-defence, brought out their hidden arms, and revolution and anarchy broke 
loose. - 

Unless Hungary got a new Government, which the Allies would accept until 
the elections, or unless an international gendarmerie could be created to replace the 
Roumanians, Hungary was doomed. 

M. Garami said that in such a representative Government the workers, about 
20 per cent, of the population, would not insist on having their members, and 
would in no case accept more than tw^o offices, provided always that the basis of 
the Government was republican and democratic. Moreover, if, when the elections 
came, and provided they were really free, the result was a majority in favour of a 
monarchy, the workers would loyally accept the voice of the country, though they 
would continue to fight the decision with all possible legal and constitutional 
weapons. 

M. Garami’s practical proposal was that the ‘bourgeois’ parties should visit the 
inter-allied Mission with a list of a coalition Government, corresponding to the 
demands of the Allies, for immediate communication to Paris. If the Supreme 
Council assented to the formation of such a provisional Government, it would come 
into being forthwith, provided the Roumanians were still in occupation to maintain 
order. The important thing was to obtain as soon as possible from the Allies a 
dear statement of their intentions and of how they viewed those suggestions. Other- 
wise, everyone in Hungary was working in the dark. 

Before seeking to draw any conclusions from these various expressions of opinion 
and desire, I venture to submit that the general foreign policy of Roumania is also 
a factor that must be taken in account. 

At present, the policy of M. Bratiano holds the field. That centres on refusal to 
accept the principle of the Minorities Treaty, and it is there that the Allies will 
have to apply most pre.ssure. Their weapons ai'e not many, and they cannot afford 
to dissipate them, and M. Bratiano is possibly counting on this. That is, he means 
to use his positions in Roumania to the utmost to extort the territorial concessions 
he has demanded. But if the Allies are firm, it is to be hoped that in his turn 
M. Bratiano will not carry his bluff so far as to break with the Allies over this 
Plungarian question. It would not pay him in the end. 

The two problems in regard to the Hungarian question that have to l^e solved 
are ; — 

1 . To stop the requisitions. 

2 . To find a Hungarian Government with which the Allies and Roumania can 

alike deal. 

The question of requisitions has again two sides to it: — 

{a) Cessation. 

{b) Restoration to the Allies of their common property or its value, and to 
Hungary of the means to live. 



As regards (a), I fear that orders from the Roumanian Government however 
sincerely meant, will continue to be evaded, and that evacuation is the only real 
remedy. But it may be expected that the Roumanians, as their time draws to a 
close, will increase their activities, and it may be possible to put some check on this. 

There are only the two roads from Hungary to Roumania over the Szolnok and 
Gsongrad bridges. 

At present, a French and Italian officer, with half a dozen men each, are doing 
most useful work in checking the trains as they go over, but they have no control 
over the contents of sealed wagons, of which over 6,000 have been sent across. 
Tliese officers are there with the consent of the Roumanian authorities, and it 
would seem desirable to extend the system, m collaboration ivith the Roumanians. The 
officers and pei'sonnel should be largely inci*eased and Roumanian officers must 
work with them. They should have a copy of the way-bill of every train, with full 
authority to verify the loads, and to open and inspect sealed wagons. This would 
at least check and put on record the depredations that are being committed; it 
would facilitate the making up of the bill against the Roumanians ; it would be a 
test of the good faith of the Roumanian Government; and it might even, by 
exposures and their consequences, deter some of the looters from their proceedings. 

It would, of course, be even better if such a commission could unload or detach 
trucks containing goods that should not have been taken, but I fear that difficulties 
of storing, and lack of sidings, make this impractical. 

I may add that M. Diamandy expressed his personal assent to this suggestion, 
though he could not commit his Government, but pointed out a practical objection 
from the delay and blocking that inspection of sealed wagons might cause. It is 
an objection that would have to be over-ruled. 

With respect to {b), the American Representatives on the Organization Com- 
mittee of the Reparation Commission have, in a paper dated September 23rd, 
last,^ suggested the establishment of a Special Commission at Buda Pest to make 
out the bill against Roumania. So far as it goes, the proposal seems to be useful and 
practical, though more provisions might perhaps have been made for Roumanian 
collaboration. What the Roumanians feel, and feel very deeply, is that from the 
outset they have been pre-judged by their Allies as criminals and put into the dock. 
They ask for collaboration and co-operation, and, instead, are haled before the 
tribunal for sentence. This does not make them any more ready to sink their own 
interests in the common stock, and if they, were treated more as Allies, who have 
fought and suffered, and less as criminals, things would probably go far more 
easily. They feel bitterly such implications as that their action alone has turned 
Hungary into a burden on the Allies. They ask that allowance should be made for 
other factors : Bolshevism, moderate harvest, the peasant’s general mistrust of the 
future, the general dislocation of economic life in Europe; all these are factors in 
the Allies’ disappointment at Hungary proving to be not self-supporting, but the 
whole sin is visited upon Roumania. 

In any case, while the American plan provides a means for restoring common 
property, or its value, to the Allies, it contains no definite scheme for helping the 
Hungarians, though presumably it is to be inferi'ed that the suggested Commission 
will study that aspect of the question, and no doubt make Roumania foot the bill. 
That would provide a solution, but if the Commission is to work under the Allied 
Generals, it will possibly be looked on by the Roumanians as absolutely anti- 
Roumanian, and they will continue their Oriental obstruction. The best chance 
is for an independent Allied and Roumanian Commission. 



Even more difficult is the solution of the second problem, the discovery of a 
possible Hungarian Government. 

I have set down, as faithfully and impartially as I can the views of those most 
qualified to speak. The Generals, disgusted by their experience of the Roumanians, 
are on the whole for the recognition of M. Friedrich. The Roumanians them- 
selves, and democratic Hungary, look sourly on Friedrich and hold that his 
recognition in any form by the Supreme Council would be a mortal blow to the 
moral influence of that body, after their action against the Archduke, for whom 
Friedrich is but the ‘Locum tenens’. 

It is for the Supreme Council to decide, and it is only with the greatest deference 
that I put forward any suggestions. 

The first point seems to me to make clearly known to Roumania what the 
decision of the Supreme Council is in regard to the territorial adjustments asked 
for by M. Bratiano. Whether these requests be granted in whole or in part or 
refused altogether, the Roumanian Government should be informed at once, as 
it will then have no motive to coquet with various Hungarian parties, in the hope 
of getting the concessions out of them in return for recognition as a Government, 
and possibly even a separate Alliance. 

It is, I think, the hope of finding a more pliant Hungarian administration that 
is a main cause of the Roumanian objections to Friedrich and one of their principal 
reasons for not leaving Hungary. If the Roumanians knew that they have nothing 
to hope for in this respect, they might be more ready to carry out immediate 
evacuation. The only plea the Roumanian Government could urge for remaining 
would be the maintenance of order, and that could be met by insisting on the 
provision of sufficient arms to the Hungarian Police. 

The difficulty is, however, to decide what provisional Government is to control 
that police force, and the choice must precede any steps that may be taken to ensure 
Roumanian evacuation. Though M. Garami’s fears may be exaggerated, there is 
force in the case he makes against M. Friedrich from the point of view of the Peace 
Conference. On the other hand, the Generals believe in Friedrich and Florthy, 
and on the evidence before them have no fear of a white terror or reactionary 
excesses. 

But could not M. Garami’s proposal be applied to M. Friedrich first? He is, 
at present, opposed to widening the basis of his Ministry, but if he realised tliat 
only so could he comply with the Allies’ conditions and secure recognition, he 
might accede. Pressure might have to be put on the other parties to come in, but 
if they are really moved by patriotism, a Coalition Government should not be an 
impossibility. 

If M. Friedrich refuses, then the support of the Supi'eme Council might, as 
suggested by M. Garami, be offered to a Coalition Government without him, 
which would be prepared to meet the Allies’ conditions. 

There is also another alternative, which it might be worth while to consider. 
I believe that, technically, the Upper and Lower Houses of the Hungarian Parlia- 
ment have never been abolished and still have a legal existence. The two Flouses 
(or rather those members whose seats are included within the present frontiers of 
Hungary) might be summoned for the purpose of adding members from other 
parties to the Flungarian Ministry and of appointing dates for the elections and 
for a plebiscite as to the form of government which Hungary is to have. The 
objections seem to be (a) that such a Parliament has no real relation to the poli- 
tical feeling of Hungary to-day, and (j5») that the summons must be through the 



Hungarian Government and therefore provisional recognition of M. Friedrich is 
involved, though it would be confined to this one purpose alone. 

None of these solutions may commend themselves to the Supreme Council, and 
other and better ones may be found, but I venture to submit the urgency of 
imposing some solution from the outside. On that point all parties are agreed: 
that Hungary can only be saved, if the Allies intervene and by their recognition 
of some Government, enable that Government to exert the authority necessary 
to preserve the country from ruin and anarchy. This is an interest of all Europe. 


Document 3 
Mote by Mr. Leeper 

The Mmorilies Treaty 

The burning cpiestion in Roumania at the present moment is that of the 
Minorities Treaty. It is a burning question not because the majority of Roumanians, 
or even of Roumanian politicians really have any practical objections to the 
conditions contained in the treaty, but because the Bratiano Government and its 
agents have misrepresented the issue and so misled and inflamed public opinion 
that many Roumanians are under the impression that the treaties proposed are 
quite different from what they really are. After the explanations which we were 
able to furnish to different Roumanian politicians with whom we talked, many of 
these misunderstandings were cleared away. The treaties with the different new 
States themselves have now been published in the Roumanian press, and conse- 
quently the atmosphere of ignorance prevailing about them has been to some 
extent dispelled. Roumanians who have discussed the matter with an open mind 
are quite willing now to admit the Treaty itself involves no infringement of 
Roumanian sovereignty or violation of Roumanian interest, and if they still object 
to certain clauses and articles in the Treaty, fortunately the clauses involved are 
precisely those which could most easily be altered or omitted without affecting 
the character and force of the Treaty. It is for consideration whether it would not 
be good policy if both in any demand addressed to the Roumanian Government 
relative to the signature of the Treaty, and in any communication made by the 
Peace Conference thereafter to the Roumanian Government, a cordial invitation 
were addressed to it to discuss the actual text of the Treaty, provided always that 
the principle of the Treaty, contained above all in Article 13, was accepted as 
unconditionally binding. 

I went through the text of the Treaty with M. Bratiano, with the Opposition 
leaders, and wdth the Transylvanian ministers. M. Bratiano’s objections were 
mostly founded on a curious misunderstanding both of the object and actual text 
of the Treaty. He particularly protested against the economic clauses to which he 
ascribed the most sinister intentions but he also found fault with most of the articles 
of the Treaty except that automatically emancipating the Jews. He refused, in 
particular, to accept Article XIII, providing for the control of the League of 
Nations. M. Take lonescu and General Averescu expressed themselves as perfectly 
ready to sign the Treaty. M. Take lonescu declared himself wholeheartedly in 
favour of the economic clauses, he considered the minority clauses as a whole as 
the logical consequence of the foundation of the League of Nations and as in 
themselves in no way prejudicial to Roumanian sovereignty and interests, and 
objected only to two paragraphs in the preamble and to Articles 10, ii and 12 
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which, as I have suggested above, may be quite easily removed from the Treaty 
without impairing its force. The Transylvanian leaders, M. Maniu and others, 
were more cautious about the matter and anxious, while not like M. Bratiano 
refusing absolutely to sign, to obtain a preliminary discussion of the Treaty before 
accepting the principle.^'’' I have every reason to believe, however, from conversa- 
tions both with them and with others who know them well, that their opposition to 
acceptance to [? of] the principle is most unlikely to be an obstinate one if the 
attitude of the Conference towards the discussion of detail is clearly shown to be a 
friendly and conciliatory one. 

It has in our several conversations always been made perfectly clear that there 
can be no question of a relaxation of the principle of control by the League of 
Nations in favour of Roumania; that this principle has already been imposed as 
binding on Poland, Gzecho-Slovakia and various enemy countries, and the 
Transylvanian leaders can have no possible loop-hole of excuse for hoping that 
more concessions will be given to them than the Conference is likely to give. In 
any case I feel no doubt at all that the agitation against signature of the Treaty 
which has been artificially inspired and kept alive would subside at once were the 
demand made on Roumania publicly presented in a firm but friendly fashion. 
The urgent necessity for prompt action on this subject can perhaps hardly be over- 
emphasized. 

Document 4 

Annex 2 to Sir George Clerk's Report of October yth^ igig 

Translation 

Interallied Military Mission, Budapest 

BUDAPEST, October I, igig. 

Minutes of the Session of October ist {afternoon) 

Under the Presidency of General Mombelli 

1. The Commission assembled at 4.00 p.m. to hear Sir George Glei'k wlio 
having returned from Bucarest wdiere he had been sent on a mission by the Peace 
Conference, was in Paris [^fc]. 

2. Sir George Clerk exposes to the four Generals the purpose and result of his 
mission to Bucarest. 

3. The purpose may be resumed by the four following questions: 

(a) Has Roumania decided to remain with the Entente ? 

(b) Is Roumania ready to cease requisitions in Hungary? 

(c) Will Roumania agree to have an Entente Commission regulate tlic 

distriljution of the spoils taken from Hungary by the Roumanian 
troops? 

(d) Has Roumania the intention to cooperate in the establishment of a 

stable Government in Plungary which would be disposed to enter into 
friendly relations with the Entente? 

‘7 Note in original: ‘Two days after our conversations with Mr. Maniu an obviously 
inspired article appeared in the official Transylvanian organ headed “We wish to treat’’. 
It obtained considerable prominence in the Roumanian press.’ 
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4. Regarding the first question, Sir George Clerk is convinced that the Grown, 
the Government, as well as the political circles, are all animated with a desire to 
have Roumania remain faithful to the Entente. 

5. Relative to the requisitions (question b) Mr. Bratiano — President of the 
Roumanian Council — has stated that the requisitions in Plungary would cease 
immediately, with the exception of those strictly necessary for the needs of the 
occupation troops. 

6. Concerning the third question (c) Mr. Bratiano has stated that Roumania 
agrees that the distribution of the spoils, removed from Hungary by their troops, 
be settled by an Entente Commission, provided that their rights to the material 
removed by the enemy during the occupation of Roumania and to the spoils 
‘captured by the Roumanian Army’ be safeguarded. 

7. Concerning the last question {by^ Mr. Bratiano declared that Roumania 
is ready to give her support for the establishment in Hungary of a Govei'nment such 
as the Entente desires; on condition, however, that certain special rights of 
Roumania — which she judges of great importance — be protected. 

A condition which would lend [?lead] to the establishing and entertaining of 
friendly relations with Hungary, is that Hungary accept, and that the Entente 
sanction the frontier boundaries which Roumania esteems as indispensable in the 
protection of her economic interest and her strategical security. 

Roumania requests, consequently, that within her territory be included : 

[a) the mouth of the Maros, the po.ssession of which represents an economic 

necessity of the first order for Roumania, as the Maros is the only navigable 
way leading to the centre of Transylvania. 

[b) The Bekescsaba railway system, which is the outlet for the entire Arad 

region. 

(r) A tract of land to the depth of 20 kilometres to the West of the Oradiamare- 
Scatmar railway line, in order to ensure the strategic security of the 
line. 

8. Sir George Clerk reads a memorandum which he had sent to the Peace 
Conference,^ and in which the above mentioned questions are exposed in detail. 

He afterwards calls attention to a letter which he addressed to Mr. Bratiano, 
in which — ^while reserving all decisions regarding the Roumanian provisions for 
the Supreme Council — the principal objections which the Supreme Council migJit 
raise are pointed out, and also the eventuality of a refusal, 

9. Sir George Clerk expresses his opinion to the Commission that the Supreme 
Council will not accept the frontier rectifications proposed by the Roumanians. 
In this case the relations between Roumania and Hungary might be more difficult, 
and Sir George Clerk wishes to know if these relations are at the present time 
friendly or strained. 

Following is the reply of the Commission: 

T'he Roumanians, by their requisitions, have compromised the very favourable 
situation which they had created in Hungary by delivering the country from 
Bolshevism. 

Mr. Diamandy — representing the Roumanian Government at Budapest — many 
times affirmed the good intentoins of Roumania to establish a friendly^ under- 
standing with Hungary, but this understanding was seriously impeded by the 
excessive requisitions which developed feelings of bitterness among the Hungarians, 
In error for {d). 
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It is said that Hungarian statesmen are now making advances to the Roumanians 
with a view to establishing an understanding, but the importance of these pour- 
parlers is not known. 

The Commission is unaware, in pai'ticular, if the question of frontier rectifica- 
tion was brought up. On this subject Sir George Clerk remarks that it would not 
be inopportune to inform the Roumanians that any decision relative to the 
rectification of the frontiers appertains exclusively to the Peace Conference, and 
that, for this reason, the responsibility for a refusal of the proposals formulated 
in this matter by Roumania, would in no wise devolve upon the Hungarian 
Government. 

10. Sir George Clerk wishes to know if the Roumanians would be disposed to 
recognize — in accord with the Entente — the Friedrich Cabinet and to give it 
their support. 

The Commission replies on this subject : 

Under the present circumstances the Friedrich Cabinet is as good as any other. 
It has remained in power for more than one month and has the confidence of the 
agricultural masses who form the majority of the Hungarian population; it has 
undergone many alterations as a result of which it today presents a more liberal 
base. It is, however, but the continuation of a government which, having come 
into power by a coup d'etat at the same time as the Archduke, has never given 
satisfaction to the Entente and which — after the abdication of the Archduke — has 
remained as an emanation of that source. 

Furthermore, this government has evidenced reactionary tendencies, which, 
although exaggerated by its opponents, might nevertheless be dangerous. 

Finally, the Government compromised itself with the Roumanians by clandestine 
organizations of armed forces which the Roumanian military command at Buda- 
pest had strictly forbidden. Consequently, the Roumanians proposed its over- 
throw to the Entente and, not having obtained the necessary consent, they are 
trying in every way to impede its action and to perhaps cause its overthrow by its 
political opponents to whom the Roumanian Government has granted — for the 
last several days — a liberty of reaction which before had been strictly forbidden 
them. 

At the same time they refuse to support a Government which is not accepted by 
them and consequently continue in every fashion to hinder the formation of the 
police at Budapest and the reorganisation of the Hungarian Army, which is 
absolutely indispensable to ensure order in the country at the time the Roumanian 
troops shall decide to evacuate. 

Under these circumstances the labour of the Commission of Generals becomes 
daily more difficult and may soon l,iecome impossible. 

The Commission did not fail to inform the Supreme Council of these circum- 
stances and proposed that it either recognize the Friedrich Cabinet or, if unable 
to do so, to furnish their precise intentions regarding a new Hungarian Cabinet, 
But the Supreme Council did not answer. 

Therefore, the Commission can only wish for the sending of that a nswer, confirm- 
ing that it is indispensable that the formation that [?of] a decent Hungarian 
Government be made in common agreement between the Entente and the 
Roumanian Government. 

1 1 . Sir George Clerk asks the Commission if, in its opinion, the Roumanians 
would be willing to accept the Friedrich Cabinet in case the latter declares itself 
ready to follow them in their intentions. . ^ 
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The Commission is not in a position to express an opinion on that subject. 

If the Roumanians do not make the Hungarian Government responsible for a 
refusal on the subject of the delimitation of the future common boundary, an 
agreement with the Friedrich Cabinet would perhaps be facilitated. 

But there would remain the difficulties represented by the presence of one Head 
and several members of the Cabinet who are personally compromised by their 
clandestine actions against the prescriptions ofthe Roumanian Military Command. 

It is therefore possible that Mr. Friedrich be accepted for lack of a better person. 
But even in that case, modifications in the cabinet, with the exclusion of some of 
the present Ministers is [w] to be foreseen. 

12. Sir George Clerk asks if, in case they had a free hand, the Four Generals 
would be in a position to propose the list of a new cabinet. 

The Commission remarks that, according to its instructions, and since it must 
not intervene in the internal cj^uestions of Hungaiy, it has not until now given its 
special attention concerning the persons who might form the new cabinet. 

Nevertheless, it has already had the opportunity to state to the Supreme Council 
that a list proposed by Mr. Heinrich would fulfil the conditions of the Entente and 
that, consequently, in its opinion, the Supreme Council could have given its 
approval. But the Supreme Council did not answer. 

In the present circumstances the Commission thinks that, in agreement with 
the Roumanians, the composition of a fitting list would not be difficult. 

13. Sir George Clerk begs the Commission to kindly deliver to him as soon as 
possible the minutes of the meeting so that he might draft his telegraphic informa- 
tion to the Supreme Council. 

14. The meeting is adjourned at 17.20. 

The President for the day, 
General Mombelli. 

E. Mombelli 


Document 5 

Annex j to Sir George ClerlCs Report of October 8 [.yfr], igig 

Summary Report relative to the Provisioning of the City of Budapest 
I. The Roumanian Command has authorized free circulation throughout all 
Hungary to all agents oflicially entrusted by the Hungarian Ministry of Supplies. 
The number of these agents surpasses 1 200. 

In spite of these authorizations given on August 12th, the trains which run 
expressly for provisioning, return to Budapest almost empty. 

The reason is that the agents of the Hungarian Ministry spend their time in 
speculating and in frauds instead of in the purchase and transportation of cereals. 
One proof of this is shown in the falsification of an authorization given, by hundred 
copies lyzr], authorizing the carrying of foodstuffs for the Flungarian functionaries 
of the supply Ministry, and with which the respective agents secured great quantities 
of foods which they did not share among the famished population, but placed in 
express hidden warehouses for speculation pui'poses. 

We are annexing '^ a copy of one of these falsified authorizations which are now 
being examined in the Roumanian military courts, as a proof. 


905 



2. All the Roumanian troop Commanders were ordered to permit and facilitate 
the transportation of cars and carts, as well as boats, which are being sent with 
foodstuffs to Budapest, and to give them priority over military transports. 

3. The supply warehouses captured from the Bolshevist army have all been 
placed at the disposition of the Hungarian Supply Ministry. 

4. From the commencement, approval was given to have all assistance utilized 
in procuring foodstuffs for Budapest; with the same purpose the Roumanian 
Command furnished 1 1 pairs of trains daily, named ‘supply trains’ which run in 
all directions and transport foodstuffs into the city. 

A train schedule, such as is published in all the small stations with an aim to 
facilitate the task of the supply purchasing agents, is annexed hereto. 

5. The entire region between Tisza and the Danube has been divided into 
administrative supply departments, under the direction of the Hungarian Depart- 
ment Prefets, who are directed to furnish general statistics of all the foodstuffs 
which remain available in their department, aside from the needs of the local 
population, in order that these foodstuffs may be sent to Budapest under the 
control of the Roumanian Command. 

The Departments are further divided into sub-Departments, then into centres 
and sub-centres, the country people being obliged to thresh the grain with the 
aid of Bolshevist prisoners so that the surplus may be sent to Budapest. In this 
way 10-15 carloads of gTain, vegetables, and other foodstuffs were sent to Budapest 
daily by the Roumanian army. 

6. The Roumanian Command has formally prohibited all sorts of food requisi- 
tions in Budapest for the needs of the Roumanian army and it has placed the 
central bakery of the Hungarian army at the disposition of the city in order that 
bread might be obtained for the population. 

7. The ‘Pladitelmin’ supply society belonging to the Hungarian Supply Ministry 
had hidden the following meats in their local I’efrigerators : 

50.000 kilograms of frozen meat 

20.000 „ of pork and veal 

20,000 „ of salted meat 

and I o carloads of fat which was distributed by the Roumanian Command among 
the population, 

8. 60,000 hogs in the suburbs of Budapest were placed at the disposition of the 
Hungarian Supply Minister in order that 300 might be killed per day with a view 
to filling the needs of the population, but the Supply Ministry suspended this 
measure, although the hogs in question weigh more than 100 kilograms each. 

9. 10,000 carloads of potatoes from the region East of Tisza were placed at the 
disposition of the Hungarian Supply Ministry by the Roumanian Command, but 
on account of the negligence of the Ministry nothing has been transported up to 
the present time, although every facility possible has been offered for the exectition 
of this transportation. The Hungarians claim that they have not enough loco- 
motives, but in the organization region of the Hungarian army (Szombathcly) 
there are 500 locomotives and in spite of all the guarantees of the Roumanian 
Government, stating that these machines will not be requisitioned, the Hungarian 
authorities refuse to have these locomotives used for the transportatioif of foodstulfs. 

10. Because the Hungarian Supply Ministry agents do not pay the farmers for 
the grain which they buy, they have commenced to hide ail the grain in their 
possession by burying it or depositing it in places hidden from view. 


In order to remedy this inconvenience the Roumanian Command lias nradf-‘ 
arrangements to have the mills do the farmers’ grinding on condition that they 
pay in kind. The wheat which is collected in this fashion, at the mills, is bought 
by the Roumanian Command and distributed at the same price among the 
population at Budapest. Furthermore, the Roumanian Command has arranged 
for the paid requisition of exposed and hidden wheat by Roumanian Delegates to 
be later sold to the population at Budapest. 

1 1 . The Hungarian Supply Ministry forbids the purchase of wheat by individuals 
and permits these purchases by the local supply society of the Ministry only, but 
the retail sale of the wheat flour is untrammelled. This society speculates largely 
as a result of this privilege, in such a way that the flour is sold in retail in numerous 
stores of the capital at a price of 25 kronen a kgr. 

The Roumanian Command intervened to permit the free sale of grain and 
flour by anyone, which has certainly helped greatly to prevent speculations. 

12. In order to assist the population of Budapest the Roumanian Command 
requested the Government and Roumanian G.H.Q,. to sell the surplus grain in 
Roumania to the Hungarians. 

13. The Roumanian Command has authorized, and has given orders to this 
effect, the Roumanian troops to facilitate by every possible means the transporta- 
tion of every sort of combustible [? comestible] by railway and in carts. Further- 
more, the Roumanian Command has permitted Hungary to export her wine and 
to receive in exchange any nature of foodstuffs, 

14. The Roumanian Command has never refused any request of the Hungarian 
Supply Ministry. On the contrary, they have tried to facilitate the labours of this 
Ministry and have given their entire assistance in the provisioning of Budapest- 
Unfortunately, they are forced to affirm with regret that instead of facilitating the 
provisioning of the population the Ministry in question tolerated the most flagrant 
speculation, and that furthermore the excessively precarious situation of the city 
concerning supplies is the direct result. 

15. From the occupation of the city of Budapest by the Roumanian troops, 
these troops, in their ardent desire to assist the poor population and in order to 
protect them from certain famine, established 14 canteens for the poor where the 
children and aged daily receive free nourishment. 

I’he Roumanian Command possess photographs of these canteens taken at the 
time of the distribution. They also possess a great number of letters of thanks sent 
by the mayors, city authorities and individuals in Budapest, in which the gratitude 
of these people is expressed for the large-heartedness of the Roumanians in these 
days of famine. 

16. Furthermore, each troop corps nourishes a great number of poor, especially 
children, each soldier has from one to three guests daily which he nouiishes from 
I'ds owm allowance. The Roumanian Command is in possession of photographs 
confirming this. 

1 7. The Budapest hospital patients were suffering the blackest misery on accoun t 
of hunger and want at the time of entry of the Roumanian troops. The Roumanian 
Gominand immediately took the necessary measures to abolish this state of afiairs. 
They distributed among the hospitals the foodstuffs captured from the Bolshevist 
amiy as well as other supplies brought to the city by the Roumanian troops them- 
selves. A few clays after the installation of our troops in Budapest, thanks to the 
cares [.r/r] aI)ove referred to, the situation of the hospitals has become normal. 

18. Wh.en the Roumanian Command became definitely convinced of the poor 
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faith of the Hungarian official supply organizations, they nominated special dele- 
gates from the Roumanian army whose mission was to collect foodstuffs, transport 
and distribute them among the population. Our delegates received precious aid 
from the English Supply Commission under Colonel Cope, 

19. As a result of the lack of foodstuffs in Budapest the Roumanian Command 
arranged for the resei'vation of 40 communes, in the surrounding district, for city 
supplies alone and forbade all army requisitions in the territory of these communes. 

20. Despite the repeated and precise orders which the Roumanian Command 
issixed and published, totally forbidding transports from leaving Budapest, persons 
engaged in contraband with written authorization of the Hungarian Supply 
Ministry were discovered in the act of clandestinely sending out great quantities 
of foodstuffs with a view to increasing the heavy task of tlie Roumanian Command 
and to favour an extended speculation. 


Appendix I to No. 71 

Proposed Resolution 

First: That a Special Commission composed of a Delegate from each of the 
Powers represented on the Organization Committee of the Reparations Com- 
mission, be established at Budapest without delay. The Presidency of this Special 
Commission should be held at each meeting by each of the Delegates in turn ; the 
Secretary should be permanent. There should be added to this Special Commission 
for the purpose of consultation following the nature of the subject dealt with, 
representatives of the neighbouring States who have reparation interests in 
Hungary, viz: — Roumania, Poland, Czecho-Slovakia and Yugo-Slavia. 

Second: That this Special Commission should proceed without delay in listing 
all values and property removed from Hungary by any of the Allied and Associated 
Powers in contravention of the repai'ation policies laid down in the various 
Treaties of Peace. 

Third: That this Special Commission will establish the values on the lists 
provided for in the second paragraph and will forward the lists so prepared with- 
out delay to the Committee on Organization of the Reparations Commission, so 
that upon the establishment of the Reparations Commission the values so reported 
may be appropriately entered on the reparation accounts under the various 
Treaties of Peace which have or are to be formulated. 

Fourth : That this Special Commission is empowered to cancel or propose to the 
Organization Committee of the Reparatioirs Commission for cancellation, any 
charges raised in accordance with the provisions of the second and third para- 
graphs of this resolution for values and property restored to Hungary up until the 
time of the closing of this Special Commission’s operations. 

Fifth: That this Special Commission should investigate and report to the 
Organization Committee of the Repai'ations Commission or the Reparations 
Commission, the direct or indirect financial effect on Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, individually or collectively, by individual acts on the part of any of these 
Governments who have appropriated values or property in Hungary. In making 
this report the Special Commission will include their recommendation as to tiie 
compensatory adjustment of the various reparation accounts that sliould be made 
by the Reparations Commission on this account. 
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H. D. 68.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. Pichorfs Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris , on Saturday^ 

October //, igig at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harri.son. 

British Empire: Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France: M. Glemenceau; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. Berthelot, M. de 
St. Qjaentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A. : Mr, G, Russell. British Empire: Capt. 

Hincliley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanciii. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : — 
U.S.A. : Mr. Dresel, Mr. Shepai'dson, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, Sir George Clerk, Mr. Leeper, 
Mr. Carr. 

France: Marshal Foch, General Weygand, M. Laroche. 

Italy: M. Brambilla, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

I . (The Council had before it a draft of a reply to the letter of Baron von 

Lersner prepared by Mr. Polk.^ (See Appendix A.)) 
Admssion of German Glemengeau said that, if he understood Mr. Polk’s 

smtaiwestoihilnur- propositon correctly, it was a question ot saying to the Ger- 
national Labour Con- i^^ns that everyone would have full rights at the Conference. 
gress at Washington Mr. Polk Said that this was not what he meant. The 
proposal, which he submitted for the approval of the Council, 
stated that the question would be decided byi- the Congress itself. His letter 
contained no promise whatever, 

M. Clemenceau said that the Council were in agreement in regard to the 
matter. 

(It was decided to accept the draft of a letter prepared by Mr. Polk in. 
reply to the letter of Baron von Lersner of 4th October. (See Appendix A.)) 

2. (The Council had before it a draft of a telegram for transmission to the 
French Minister at Bucharest and for communication to the 
Motes to the Rou- Roumanian Government (see Appendix B), as well as a draft 
Z7ioM^7ri2iL telegram to M. Friedrich (see Appendix G.)) 

Mr. Polk said that he wished to raise a question in regard 
to the draft telegram to M. Friedrich, He questioned whether it was advi- 
sable to send a written communication expressing the views of the Entente. 
He did not think that the Allied and Associated Governments should dictate 
to Hungary as to her internal policies. It was true that the Council had taken 
such action at the time the Archduke Joseph had assumed power, but in that 
case they were dealing with a Hapsburg. Today the situation was not quite 
^ See No. 71, note i. 
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the same; they were dealing with Hungarian political parties. He thoughi; 
that it would be preferable to send to Budapest a representative who should 
be charged to communicate with the various parties. He feared that the 
action proposed would create an unfavourable impression in the United 
States. He wished to ask whether it would not be possible to send Sir George 
Clerk to Budapest. 

M. Glemengeau suggested that the telegram should be addressed to the 
Alhed Generals at Budapest and that they should be directed to take the 
necessary action. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the Generals would not be in the same posi- 
tion as a special representative. Up to the present time they had played a 
somewhat different role. 

M. Glemengeau said that the situation would be the same whether the 
communication were in writing or were communicated in person by a 
special representative; all the world would know of it just the same. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought all the world should know of it. It 
was important that the note should be published in all the Hungarian 
newspapers. 

Sir George Clerk said that M. Friedrich was the man who had called the 
Archduke to power. What the Allied and Associated Governments had 
criticized in his Government was the fact that it was a continuation of the 
Government of the Archduke. It was that which the Council opposed. There 
was no desire to interfere with the internal affairs of Hungary. 

(It was decided: to postpone the discussion of this question until the 
following Monday.2 Mr. Polk reserved the right to propose certain 
modifications to the draft telegram before the Council.) 

Mr. Polk said that so far as the note to be transmitted to the Roumanian 
Government was concerned, he approved of the contents. He wished, how- 
ever, to make two remarks. He asked what the Council proposed to do in the 
event of a refusal by the Roumanian Government. It was most important 
that the Allies should be in entire accord. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought the question could not be discussed 
at the present time, but that he agreed with Mr. Polk that it was necessary 
for the Allies to stand together. He wished to ask M. Scialoja if he shared 
this view. 

M. Scialoja replied that he was in entire agreement. 

Mr. Polk said that in the first paragraph of the second page of the draft 
telegram he thought that it would be better to say instead of, ‘the Supreme 
Council regret that they are unable to consent to any change in their 
original decision’ to [.rir] ‘the Supreme Council regret that they are unable 
to modify in favour of Roumania their original decision’. 

M. Berthelot asked whether the note to the Roumanian Government 
should be published. 

M. Glemengeau said that he thought it should not be until it had reached 
its destination. 

A October 13, 1919* 



Mr. Polk asked whether the note should be transmitted to the Roumanian 
Government by the four Allied Ministers at Bucharest. 

M. Glemengeau said that he was entirely in favour of common action in 
order that every means should be taken to assure the note reaching its 
destination. 

M. Berthelot said that the note could also be transmitted to the Rou- 
manian Delegation at Paris. 

(It was decided: 

(1) to accept the draft telegram to the French Minister at Bucharest 

prepared by Sir George Clerk and M. Berthelot (see Appendix B) ; 

(2) to substitute in, the text of the telegram (page 2, paragraph numbered 1) 

for the words ‘unable to consent to any change in their original 
decision,’ the words ‘unable to modify in favour of Roumania their 
original decision’ ; 

(3) that the note of the Supi-eme Council should be transmitted to the Rou- 

manian Prime Minister by the four Allied Ministers at Bucharest.) 

(It was further decided to publish the text of the note after it had 

been transmitted to the Roumanian Government.) 


3 . (The Council had before it a note addressed to the President of the Peace 
Conference by two Bessarabian Delegates. (See Appendix B. 3)) 
fnB^essarabif^°^ Berthelot said the question had been placed on the 

agenda by the American delegation. 

Mr. Polk said that M. Misu had informed him on the previous day that 
the Roumanian Government were about to hold elections in Bessarabia. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Bessarabian question had not yet been 
settled. He thought that the note of the Bessarabian delegates could be 
examined at the time that the question of Bessarabia was discussed. 

Mr. Polk pointed out that the question was somewhat important in view 
of the fact that according to the information which he had received, the 
Roumanians were holding elections, applying conscription, and confiscating 
large properties. 

M. Laroche said that the Bessarabian question was somewhat peculiar. 
It was at the request of the Russian General Tcherbatcheff that the Rou- 
manians had been asked, at the beginning of the Russian debacle, to occupy 
the country. In order to stop the development of Bolshevism, it had appeared 
to be the simplest method to favour the autonomist element in Bessarabia, 
Soon afterwards Bessarabia had declared herself independent. Later the 
National Assembly pronounced itself in favour of a union with Roumania. 
The Council were now faced with the wish expressed by the population. The 
Conference had not yet decided the Bessarabian question, but it should take 
account of all that had occurred, for there was no doubt that ‘the journey 
which M. de Martonne'*^ recently made in Bessarabia had brought new proofs’-^ 


3 In error for appendix D, q.v. 

Technical expert on ethnographic questions on the French Delegation to the Peace 
Conference. 

5 Inverted commas as in original. 



to show that the country was really a Roumanian land. As far as the agrarian 
question was concerned, the matter was most important. The distribution of 
landed property was particularly unequal in Bessarabia, and the majority 
of the population was in favour of a necessary reform. The persons who 
protested were Russified landowners, whose interests were menaced. 

Mr. Polk said that he did not intend to ask the Council to take a decision. 
He had simply wished to bring to the attention of the Council the fact that 
the Roumanians were exercising rights of sovereignty in Bessarabia, and that 
the silence of the Conference in regard to this matter might give the Rou- 
manians grounds for believing that the Council consented to their having 
assumed this sovereignty. In a conversation which he had had with M. Misu 
on the preceding day, he had pointed out the possible danger to Roiimania, 
if Roumania tried to make a fait accompli. He had asked him what would 
happen when Russia was reconstituted and when she claimed Bessarabia. 
Roumania would have to rely upon a position of fact. In order to retain 
Bessarabia, Roumania depended upon the good will of the League of Nations 
and of the Conference. Roumania should be discouraged from making any 
attempt, apart from the decisions of the Conference, to annex Bessarabia 
definitely. He thought that M. Misu would, in all probability, transmit a 
communication to the Conference on this subject. 


4. (General Weygand presented to the Council the text of the resolution 
which he had prepared with General Sackville-West in 
clmilny accordance with a resolution taken by the Supreme Council® 
(see Appendix E).) 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he approved of the text as a whole. He desired, 
however, to point out that in the second paragraph (Section G) the Inter- 
national Commission at Berlin was to be directed to make all necessary 
proposals to the Supreme Council. On the other hand, it was said that the 
Special Interallied Commission sitting at Paris should be charged 'with 
bringing matters to the attention of the Supreme Goimcir. He thought that 
it was unnecessary to make the Supreme Council intervene throughout. It 
would be enough to say that the Commission at Berlin should be charged 
with making ‘all necessary proposals’. The Commission could bring matters 
to the attention of the Special Commission at Paris and not to the Supreme 
Council. At the same time, as regarded the Commission at Paris, the text 
could be modified by saying that the Commission could 'request a decision 
of the Supreme Council when necessary’. These changes in the text would 
give the Commission greater freedom of action. 

Mr. Polk asked how the Council proposed to regulate the question of funds. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that, so far as he knew, there was no question but 
that the German Government would be obliged to furnish the money. 

General Weygand said that there w^ere difficulties as regarded the past 
arising from the time when the Allied and Associated Governments liad 
assumed charge of the prisoners. 

® See No. 71, minute 5. 
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M. SciALOjA said that he wished to recall that Italy had borne heavy 
expenses in respect of several thousand Russian Prisoners of War. He wished 
to ask that this observation be referred for examination to the Financial 
Commission. 

M. Clemengeau said that the Council were in agreement. 

Mr. Polk said that so far as the financial question was concerned, he was 
not in a position to make a definite engagement. He did not know whether 
Ms Government had funds to pay for the deficit. Only the American Con- 
gress could vote new credits and he could not bind his Government. 

(It was decided : 

(1) to approA^e the draft resolution prepared by General Weygand and 

General Sackville-West on the subject of Russian Prisoners of War 
in Germany (see Appendix E) ; 

(2) to substitute for the words, ‘d’adresser au Conseil Supreme’ para- 

graph II, Section C, the words, ‘de faire’ and for the words, ‘de 
preparer la decision paragraph III, last line the words, ‘ de pro voquer 
au besoin la decision’. 

The American Representative in approving this resolution remarked 
that so far as a question of a deficit was concerned, he could make no engage- 
ment without instructions from his Government.) 

5. (The Council had before it a report from the Military, Naval, and Air 
Representatives at Versailles of the 6th October, 1919. 
Iniercdlkd Comm- Appendix F.)) 

mns of Control in ^ ^ r 1 10 ^ 

Austria of the fact that the Supreme War Council were 

unanimous, 

(It was decided; to approve the report presented by the Military, Naval and 
Air Representatives at Versailles respecting the organization of Commis- 
sions of Control for Austria.) 


6. (The Council had before it a note transmitted by the Russian Political 
Conference dated Paris, 6th October, 1919. (See Appendix 
Restoration of Riis~ Q 

Sian War Material ^ ^ „ , „ , 


taken by Germany 


M. Clemengeau said that in view of the fact that the Allied 


and Associated Governments were sending war material to 
Russia, it seemed only logical not to refuse their request for war material 
which had formerly belonged to them. 

M. SciALojA thought that a difficulty might arise on account of Article 169 
of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the question was not one of German war 
material which the Allies were to divide, but concerned Russian war material 


taken by the Germans. 

M, Berthelot said that according to the article 169 of the Treaty of Peace 
with Germany, German war material was to be delivered to the Principal 
Allied and Associated Governments to be distributed or destroyed. So far as 
war material coming from a foreign country was concerned, it was to be 
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delivered to these Governments, who should decide as to what was to be done 
with it. The Russians asked that the war material should not be destroyed, 
but given to them. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Commissions of Control could be directed 
to settle this question. 

(It was decided that the Interallied Commissions of Control created by 
articles 203 to 210 of the Treaty of Peace with Germany should direct, if 
they found it possible, that Russian arms, munitions and war material 
retained by Germany should be delivered to the Russian Armies recog- 
nized by the AlHed and Associated Governments.) 

7. (The Council had before it a note from the Italian Delegation of the 
Inserli^nin the Treaty 0 '=t°ber, 1919. (See appendix H.^)) 

of Peace with Hungary M. SciALOjA read and commented upon the note from 

of an article identical the Italian Delegation. 

with article 36 of the gjR RyRE Crowe asked whether Hungary was to cede 

territory to Italy. 

M. Sgialoja replied that this was not the case, but 
Hungary had had certain claims to Austrian territoiy. His proposal was 
intended to regulate the situation of Hungarian citizens residing in the 
territory of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy ceded to Italy, in the 
same manner as the situation of Austrian citizens residing in these territories 
had been regulated. So far as cessations [.yzV] of territory were concerned, 
the only question at the moment between Italy and Hungary was the 
cession of the Palais de Venise at Rome. The question could be referred to 
the Drafting Committee. 

(It was decided to refer to the Drafting Committee for report the note 
from the Italian Delegation, asking- for the insertion in the Treaty of Peace 
with Hungary of articles equivalent to articles 36 to 45 of the Treaty of 
St. Germain. The Drafting Committee was to be directed to submit to 
the Supreme Council a draft article in this sense.) 

8. (The Council had before it a note from the French Delegation of the 

gth October, 1919. (See Appendix I.)) 
fvestern Galicia Laroghe said that the question raised here was one of 

secondary importance, which had been asked by the .Legal 

7 Not printed. The note (dated October 6 in the appendix) was as indicated in the 
minute of this item. The note di*ew attention to the considei'ation ‘that from an internationai 
point of view the Austrian Empire and the Hungarian Kingdom constituted a single po’A'er’ 
and proposed the insertion in the treaty of peace with Hungary of the following provision : 
‘Hungary renounces, in all that concerns her, in favour of Italy, all rights and titles 
over territories of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy recognized as being part of 
Italy by the Peace Treaty concluded on September 10, 1919, between the A..llied and 
Associated Powers and Austria or by any other Treaties concluded with a view to regulating 
the present affairs. 

‘x\re applicable, in their relations with Hungary and with Hungarian nationals, the 
provisions of Section I of Part III of the said Treaty of September 10, 1919, in so far as 
they may interest her.’ 
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Advisers, who had pointed out that no arrangement had been made as to the 
disposal of Western Galicia. The question could be settled at the same time 
as that of Eastern Galicia. The best method would be to refer the question 
to the Commission on Polish Affairs. 

(It was decided to refer to the Commission on Polish Affairs for 
examination and report the note from the French Delegation of the 
9th October, 1919 concerning the attribution to Poland of Western Galicia 
(see appendix I).) 

9- 

Allowances to tin, Presi- [Not printed] * 

dents of the Naval and Air 
Commissions of Control 
in Germany 

10. Mr. Polk said that M. Misu had informed him on the preceding day 
Question raised b request of the British and French Governments, 

Mr, Polk in regard Roumanian Government had despatched large quanti- 
to alleged delivery of ties of Russian war material, which were in Roumania, to 
war material by the General Denikin. 

Roumanian Govern- gjR Eyre Growe said that he was without information as 
^DeniHn to any such action on the part of the British Government, but 

he would inquire of liis Government. 

M. Clemengeau said that Marshal Foch should be consulted. 

M. Berthelot said that M. Bratiano had always refused to give arms to 
General Denildn, because he (M. Bratiano) was supporting the Ukrainians. 
It was, therefore, possible that several months before and through the inter- 
mediary of the French Military Mission in Roumania, a small part of the 
Russian war material deposited in Roumania, amounting to about 6o,ooo 
rifles, had been sent to Russia. But since that time no action of this kind had 
been taken, as M. Bratiano had refused to make any deliveries whatsoever. 

Mr. Polk said that the Roumanians had informed him that the British 
and French had asked them to send 6o,ooo rifles to General Denikin, but they 
had said quite the opposite to the American Minister at Bucharest, who was 
in Paris at the present. He had raised the question simply to ascertain what 
had actually happened. 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillony Paris ^ 

October 1 1 , igig. 

® Mr. Polk withdrew a reservation on this subject which he had made on October 7, 
observing ‘that the United States had no Representatives on the Commissions of Controj, 
and, for this reason, he was not voting’. 
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Draft 

Sir: 

I am directed by the Supreme Council to reply to your letter of October 4^ 
concerning the membership of the Labour Conference which will shortly he held 
in Washington at the invitation of the Government of the United States. 

Owing to the urgency and importance of the questions to be considered by the 
Conference, the Supreme Council is of the opinion that the States named in the 
annex to the Covenant of the League of Nations, whether signatories of the Treaty 
of Peace or neutral states, should be privileged to participate in the first meeting 
of the Conference from the outset, in spite of the fact that the League of Nations 
has technically not yet come into being. By direction of the Council, I am com- 
municating this interpretation to my Government for its guidance. 

At the same time, the Council is making a recommendation to the Organizing 
Committee of the Labour Conference (within whose competence the matter lies) 
that the question of the admission of German and Austrian delegates to full 
participation in the Conference shall be considered by the Conference as the first 
item on its Agenda. 

Please accept, etc. 

Appendix B to No. 72 

Telegram, to British Charge T Affaires, Bucharest. 

October nth, igig. 

The Supreme Council to-day decided on following joint communication to 
Roumanian Government. You should concert with your colleagues in presenta- 
tion to Roumanian Government, whether as identic or collective note. 

Text follows : — ’ 

‘Supreme Council have received with great satisfaction the assurances of the 
Roumanian Government, reported by Sir George Clerk, that they have always 
intended, and still intend, to adhere firmly to the Alliance. The Supreme Council 
never doubted that such was the real wish of Roumania, and they are happy to 
think that the Mission of Sir George Clerk has only served to confirm the conviction 
they already held. 

The Supreme Council feel however that recent events have once more demon- 
strated the necessity of avoiding, so far as possible, all ground for misunderstand- 
ing. Such has been the experience of all the Allies during the war, and perfect 
frankness on even the most difficult and delicate points of difl'erence such as are 
bound to arise in the complicated relations and conflictizig interests of a group of 
Allies has proved to be the only way to secure harmonious and successful progress. 

The Supreme Council therefore desire to put before their Roumanian Allies 
their decisions on the three questions which form the principal subjects of divergence 
between Roumania and the Allies to-day. These decisions will be expressed quite 
definitely and frankly, but the Supreme Council trust that the Roinnanian 
Government will realise that they have been taken, not with any desire to fo.ster 
other interests at the expense of Roumania nor without the most sympathetic 

The following communication is printed by F. Deak, op. cit,, pp. 51 7-20. 



consideration of the Roumanian case, but because the Supreme Council firmly 
believe that they correspond most nearly to the general interests of peace and 
well-being. 

The three points may be entitled: i. Territorial Frontiers. 2. The Minorities 
Treaty. 3. Hungary. 

1. After renewing and [w] careful study of the requests made by Monsieur 
Bratiano for both banks of the river Marosh up to its mouth, for Bekes-Gsaba, and 
for a frontier line qo kilometres outside the Szatmar—Arad railway and of the 
arguments put forward by Monsieur Bratiano in favour of these modifications, 
the Supreme Council regret that they are unable to modify in favour of Roumania 
their original decision taken after the closest examination of all the revelant factors 
and made known as definite to all the parties interested. 

2. The Allied Powers represented on the Supreme Council are absolutely 
united in their determination to uphold the principle underlying the Minorities 
Treaty. They feel that this principle is one of the vital elements in removing the 
causes of further wars and they intend to maintain it intact. It underlies the whole 
spirit which has led the world to accept a system of a society of Nations and it 
cannot be abandoned. This principle finds its expression, so far as Roumania is 
concerned, in Article 71 of the Treaty with Austria and in Article 13 of the Draft 
Treaty respecting minorities submitted to the Roumanian Government. 

The Supreme Council feel that possibly these two Articles have been mis- 
interpreted in Roumania. In the view of the Supreme Council there is nothing 
derogatory to the independence of Roumania. She is only asked, in common with 
other status [states] , which like herself have, as the result of the war, profoundly 
altered the extent and nature of their dominions, to accept such obligations 
towards the Society of Nations as arise from membership of that body to which 
she is already pledged. 

But as soon as the Supreme Council learn that the Roumanian Government is 
prepared to sign the Treaty -with Austria without reservation, they, for their part, 
will be happy to consider in common with Roumania, such modifications of those 
clauses as affect Roumania individually, as apart from the general principle, in 
order to see whether it is not possible to meet the views of the Roumanian Govern- 
ment. The Supreme Council had the advantage, while the text of the Minorities 
Treaty with other Powers was being drafted, of the collaboration of representatives 
of other Powers, to the great advantage of both parties. 

Hitherto this collaboration has been denied to them by the Roumanian Govern- 
ment, but the Supreme Council hope that if the Roumanian Government will 
now discuss the clauses with them, an equally satisfactory result may be reached. 

Lastly the Supreme Council trust that their Roumanian Allies will announce 
their decision on this point forthwith. It is essential for the establishment of con- 
ditions of peace and for the renewal and restoration of economic life in Europe, 
that the treaties of peace with the enemy powers and the various agreements and 
arrangements arising out of those treaties, should be brought into force at once. 

3. The Hungarian question has two main issues. The first is the question of 
rec[uisitions by the Roumanian Army of Occupation. The general view of the 
Supreme Council with regard to the action of the Roumanian requisitioning for 
herself, without consultation and agreement with her Allies, supplies of material 
which should, by the agreement to which Roumania herself is a party, form part 
of the common reparation stock of the Allies has already been expressed to the 

Apparently in error for article 60. 



Roumanian Government, The Supreme Council have received and consideixxl 
the Roumanian point of view as expressed by M. Bratiano, and it seems to them 
there is now no difference of opinion about the general principle. As regards the 
application of that principle, the Allies propose the following machinery for 
deciding what material shall be definitely allocated to Roumania and what part, 
or its value, assigned to the common stock. They are despatching an Inter- Allied 
Sub- Commission of the Commission on Reparation to Buda-Pesth with authority 
from the Supreme Council to investigate and examine all the requisitions that have 
been made and to report on the distribution to be effected between Roumania and 
the Allies. The Supreme Council trusts that the Roumanian Government will 
appoint a representative with full authority to speak for them, to act on this 
Commission. 

There is, however, an aspect of the question, which the Supreme Council feel 
that they cannot ignore. The Supreme Council recognizes that the Roumanian 
Government have given orders to confine their requisitions to those of railway 
materials, materials of war and supplies to the Army of Occupation. Unfortunately, 
the Supreme Council have in their possession a mass of evidence which leaves no 
room for doubt that the orders of the Roumanian Govei'nment to this effect are 
deliberately and continuously disobeyed. They do not question the good faith of 
the Roumanian Government, but on the other hand, they cannot suffer because 
the subordinates of that Government do not carry out the orders given to them. 
The Supreme Council accordingly propose that an Inter-Allied Organization, 
including Roumanian officials, should be established at once at the bridges of 
Szolnok and Gzongrad to check and verify the way-bills of all trains passing over 
those two bridges into Roumania. This organization should have full powers to 
open sealed wagons and to remove ail goods that have been improperly despatched 
to Roumania. At the same time, the Sub-Commission of the Commission on 
Reparation will have authority to receive all complaints already filed by the Inter- 
AlHed Commission of Generals, or that may subsequently be made as to improper 
requisitions, and the Supreme Council has no doubt that the Roumanian Govern- 
ment will, in such cases as are definitely established, l^e prepared to make full 
reparation. 

The other important point in the Hungarian situation is the establishment of 
a Hungarian Government which can maintain law and order, can hold the 
elections freely and impartially, and can negotiate peace with the Allies. The 
Government, of which M. Friedrich, as the titular Minister President of Hungary, 
is the head, does not, in the opinion of the Supreme Council, fulfil the conditions 
necessary to ensure t;hcse requirements. The Supreme Council consider that 
M. Friedricli should include in his Government representatives of tlie various 
political parties in Hungary, and should he be unwilling or unable to do so, the 
Plungarian people must realize that the Allies can only recognize and deal with a 
Government -which fulfills these conditions. The Supreme Council are confident 
that this is also the view of tlicir Roumanian Allies, since it appears that to them 
that what they desire is as much in the interests of Roumania as of the Allies 
generally. 

Finally, the Supreme Council would be glad to receive assurances that the rifles 
■for the Hungarian police and gendarmerie already promised by the Roumanian 
authorities in B. P. to the Mission of Allied Generals, will be immediately delivered 
and that the Roumanian forces will at once evacuate the country. They know that 
Roumania herself wishes to be relieved of this'heav^' charge upon her rcsoui'ces, 
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and they consider that the burden which it also lays upon the impoverished State 
of Hungary should, in the interests of the Allies generally, be lifted as soon as 
possible.’ 

Appendix G to No. 72 

Draft Telegram to Monsieur Friedrich^ Budapest, by Wireless 

October iQiQ^ 

On August 1 8th last the Allied and Associated Powers informed the Archduke 
Joseph, through the Mission of Inter- Allied Generals at Buda-Pest, that they could 
not recognise nor make terms of peace with a Government which did not represent 
the country. On receipt of this intimation the Archduke Joseph resigned his 
position as head of the Hungarian State. But the Government which represented 
him and his views remained in Office. The Allies have waited in the hope that that 
Government, recognising its inability to meet the conditions required by the 
Allied and Associated Powers, would either arrange itself so as to include representa- 
tives of all parties in Hungary, or would withdraw from Office and leave the way 
open for a Government more in consonance with the requirements of the Allied 
and Associated Powers. 

As there are no signs of such action on your part and as it is vital to the existence 
of Hungary that she should as soon as possible, have a Government capable, in 
the view of the Allied and Associated Powei’s, of maintaining la'w and order, of 
holding free and impartial elections within the territorial limits assigned to 
Hungary by the Peace Conference, and of concluding peace with the Allies, the 
Allied and Associated Powers are constrained to invite you either to combine with 
all the other parties in Hungary to form a representative Government, whose 
constitution will be a guarantee of its ability to satisfy the conditions of the Allied 
and Associated Powers or to withdraw from Office and to allow some other states- 
men to undertake the task. 

The Allied and Associated Powers will be glad to receive your reply within 3 
days. 

Appendix D to No. 72 
Document i 

September 26th, igig. 

From : The Delegates of Bessarabia. 

lb : The President of the Peace Conference. 

In the official statement of the organ of the Roumanian Government in Bessara- 
bia, the ‘Gassa Nostra’, published in the newspapers of Kishinef of August 10, 
1919, the Bessarabian land proprietors are informed that a time limit of one month 
has been fixed to obtain their subjection to Roumania, as well as to name charges 
d’ali'aii'es to replace them to assist in the work of the Commission on the expropria- 
tion of their lands. 

The Bessarabian Delegation has already once before protested on this subject 
before the Peace Conference on April 15, 1919. 

See No. 36, appendix C. 
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The Russian Political Conference addressed on April 20, 1919, a memorandum 
on this subject to the Peace Conference. 

At the present moment we are forced to make another plea to the Peace Con- 
ference in the hope of obtaining its support in the just cause which we are defending. 

It is to be observed that the official statement, a translation of which is attached/^ 
clearly indicates that those proprietors who accept Roumanian subjection [iic] will 
be treated diffei'ently from those who refuse. The difference will evidently be in 
favour of those proprietors who bow to the desires of the Roumanian Government. 

Speaking in the name of all our mandatories, we consider the exactions of the 
Roumanian Government as tending to force the proprietors in Bessarabia to 
swear oath of allegiance to the King of Roumania, as an act profoundly unjust 
and outraging their dignity of citizens of a country which does not form part of 
the Kingdom of Roumania. It is also an outrage to international law as well as 
to the respect due to the decisions of the Peace Conference which has not accorded 
to Roumania the possession of this Russian province. 

The regime established by the Roumanian Government in Bessarabia is truly 
intolerable for the population, and if the Peace Conference does not raise its voice 
against the Roumanian abuses of power in the name of justice and with the 
authority that it alone possesses, bloody uprisings in the Bessarabian population 
will be inevitable. 

In defiance of all justice and rights of peoples, the Roumanian Government 
forces all the population, under the penalty of heavy fines, to take part in the 
parliamentary elections of Roumania, that is to say of a country which, until 
today, was foreign to her. 

Through you, M. President, we ask the Peace Conference to condemn the 
illegal and unjust acts of the Roumanian Government and to declare them as such 
before the civilized world. 

Delegates of Bessarabia 
Alexandre N. Kronpensky 
Alexandre Gh. Schmidt. 

Document 2 

Journal ‘Bessarabia’ 

August JO, igig. 

The ‘Gassa Nostra’ informs the landed proprietors abroad that a time limit of 
one month, dating from the day of the present notice, is accorded them in order to 
make a request to obtain Roumanian subjection [rir] and in order to name charges 
d’affaires duly qualified to represent them during the course of the work of the 
Commission on Land expropriation if they cannot come in person. 

In case neither the proprietor nor the charge d’affaires is present, the expropria- 
tion \'/ill take place in their absence. 

The present notice shall be the last invitation. 

Director (Signed) 

Secretary (Signed) 

N.B. Without speaking of the juridical nullity of this order, it can have no value, 
not even formal, for the sending of Bessarabian newspapet's abroad is prohibited 

Document 2 in this appendix. 



and in order that Bessarabians living abroad be informed, it would be necessary 
that a like notice be printed in all the large foreign newspapers, as the majority of 
the landed proprietors of Bessarabia were forced to leave their native country and 
take refuge abroad. 

Appendix E to No. 72 

Projet de Resolution au sujet des P. Russes d^Allemagne 

Par sa resolution du 2 aout 1919, le Conseil Supreme des Gouvernements Allies 
et Associes a remis a la charge du Gouvernement allemand le ravitaillement et 
Pentretien des P. G. Russes internes en Allemagne, et a rendu a ce Gouvernement 
sa liberte d ’action en ce qui concerne les modalites de rapatriement de ces 
prisonniers. 

L’ application de ces disposition [s] soulevant certaines difficultes de nature a 
aggraver la situation materielle et morale des P. G. Russes internes, les Gouverne” 
ments Allies et Associes ont decide, dans un esprit d’humanite, et tenant compte 
de ia demande formulee par le Gouvernement Allemand lui-meme, de prendre les 
mesures suivantes : 

1°) Une Commission Internationale sera constituee, comprenant un representant de 
chacun des Gouvernements Allies et Associes interesses, ainsi qu’un representant 
allemand et un representant russe. 

2°) Cette Commission internationale fonctionnant a Berlin sous la presidence 
de Fun des representants Allies, aura pour mission: 

a) de controler la situation materielle des P. G. russes internes (alimentation, 
habillement, conditions hygieniques d’installation, traitement sanitaire) . 

b) d’assister le Gouvernement allemand dans I’execution du rapatriement des 
P. G. russes. 

c) d’adresser au Conseil Supreme toutes propositions utiles concernant le 
concours qui pourrait etre prete en cos de besoin urgent^ au Gouvernement allemand 
par les Gouvernements allies et associes (amelioration de la situation materielle 
des prisonniers, facilites de transport pour leur rapatriement), etant entendu que 
la charge de Ventretien et du transport du rapatriement des P. G. incombe entierement au 
Gouvernement allemand, et que le concours envisage ci-dessus donnerait lieu d remboursement 
de la part de V Allemagne. 

3°) Une Commission Inter allie'e speciale, fonctionnant a Paris, sera chargee de 
proceder au reglement definitif des questions d’ordre financier, de ravitaillement 
et de transport restees en suspens au moment de la dissolution de la Commission 
interalliee de controie savoir: 

1° Remboursement de la farine avancee par le Gouvernement allemand 
jusqu’au 23 aout; 

2® Liquidation du passif de la Commission Interalliee soit 500.000 marks. 

3® Remboursement au Gouvernement allemand des depenses faites pour les 
refugies de Kiev. 

4® Utilisation de I’argent russe reste entre les mains du Gouvernement allemand 
(20.000.000 de roubles). 

En ce qui concerne les question[s] i et 2, qui se rapportent au passif de la Com- 
mission de Berlin, la Commission speciale aura tout pouvoir pour assurer dirccte- 
merit et dans !e plus bref deiai la liquidation de ce passif, par remboursements en 

Abbreviation for prisonniers de guerre. 
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nature ou en especes, en procedant a cet %ard, d’apres les regies suivies jusqu’ici 
en matieres d’avances ou de cessions a la Commission de Berlin. 

Pour les autres questions (3 & 4), comme pour celles qui pourraient se po.ser 
dans Tavenir en conformite des previsions du paragraphe 2° — alinea r — la 
Commission speciale aura qualite pour preparer la decision du Conseil Supreme 
et pour en poursuivre Vexkution aupres des organes interallies ou nationaux 
interesses. 

Appendix F to No. 72’'“^ 

VERSAILLES, 6th October, igig. 

Supreme War Council. 

Military, Naval and Air Representatives. 

S.W.C.472] Organisation of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control Provided for in 
Articles i4g~-i§8 of the Treaty of Peace with Austria. 

General 

Article j 

3 Inter-Allied Commissions of Control shall be established : — 

A Military Inter- Allied Commission of Control; 

A Naval Inter- Allied Commission of Control; 

An Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control. 

They shall represent with the Austrian Government the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers in everything that concerns the carrying out of the Military, 
Naval and Aeronautical Glauses (Article 149) respectively. 

These Commissions shall enter on their duties on the coming into force of the 
Treaty of Peace. 

Article 2 

The Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be charged with supervis- 
ing the execution of the Military Glauses (Article 14.9) and particularly with 
carrying out the stipulations contained in Article 153. 

It will be presided over by an Italian General.*® 

Article g 

The .Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be charged ivith the 
supervision of the execution of the Naval Glauses (Article 149) and particularly 
with carrying out the stipulations contained in Article 154. 

The Naval Inter- Allied Commission shall be presided over by an Italian Admiral. 

The original of this appendix also contained a covering note (not printed) dated 
October 6, 1919, and signed by the Bi'itish, French, Italian, Japanese, and United States 
Military, Naval, and Air Representatives on the Supreme War Council. This note stated 
that they had that day held a meeting at Versailles in pursuance of the decision of the 
Supreme Council of September 25, 1919, recorded in No. 64, minute 5, and had ‘agreed to 
draw up the attached Draft Organisation’. 

us Note in original: Tn view of the capital importance of this Commission, the Military 
Representatives are of opinion that its President should be a General Officer chosen for 
his Military standing and reputation, as well as his energy and activity. It is advisable that 
he should be selected from among the General OiBcers holding at least the rank of Com- 
mander of an Army Corps.’ 
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Article 4 

The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be charged with the 
supervision of the execution of the Air Clauses (Article 149), and particularly \vith 
the carrying out of the stipulations in At'ticle 155. 

The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control shall be presided over by 
a French General. 

Article j 

The General Officers and the Admiral mentioned in Articles 2, 3 and 4 shall 
each of them attach to the two others a Permanent Repi'esentative (assisted if 
necessary by other officers), charged with ensuring liaison l^etween them. 

Powers of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control 

Article 6 

The Powers of each of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control are defined in 
Articles 149- 155 of the Treaty of Peace. 

Article 7 

The General Glauses (Articles 156-158 of the Treaty of Peace) shall be under 
the supervision, in so far as each of them is concerned, of the Presidents of the 
Military, Naval and Air Inter-Allied Gommission[s] of Control. 

Expenses of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control 

Article 8 

The Maintenance and Expenses of the Commissions of Control and their work- 
ing expenses are chargeable to Austria in accordance with Article 1 52 of the 
Treaty of Peace. 

These expenses shall be paid direct through the Presidents of the Commissions 
to the parties concerned, by the Allied and Associated Governments, who shall 
obtain repayment of such expenses from the Austrian Government. 

Article g 

The x^ustrian Government will be notified of the accommodation required for the 
Inter-Allied Commissions of Control, and of the duty incumbent upon it of pro- 
viding such accommodation in accordance with Article 151 (paragrapili i) of the 
Treaty of Peace. 

Article 10 

The Officers and Men forming part of the Military, Naval and Aeronautical 
Inter-Allied Commissions of Control, shall receive financial assistance which shall 
be identical to that fixed for the corresponding Commissions in the case of Germany. 

The question of the Transport in Austria of the Inter- Allied Commissions of 
Control (Military, Naval and Aeronautical) as well as that of their accommodation, 
and of the provision of their supplies during their stay in this country shall be 
regulated and co-ordinated by the Staff of General Diaz, 

Note in original; ‘The American Representatives made the following Reservation 
with regard to this Article : — “Before the United States can adopt the proposed procedure, 
legislative action by Congress will be necessary”.’ 
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The amount of the allowances to be arranged for in these conditions ought to 
be a generous one and ought to be chargeable to the first payment to be made by 
Austria. It is in the general interest to reduce as far as possible in attaching to the 
Inter-Allied Commissions of Control it*^ no more than the absolutely indispensable 
number of officers. 


Duration of the activities of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control 
Article ii 

The Duration of the Activities of each Commission shall be limited to the 
complete execution of the Military, Naval and Air Glauses under its supervision, 
in the time limit fixed by the Treaty of Peace. 

In case the execution of these clauses be not completed within the period fixed, 
this fact will be reported by the Commission concerned to the Governments of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers, wlio will decide on the measures to be 
adopted. 

Until a decision is reached, the Commission will continue to supervise the 
execution of the particular clause in question. 


Organisation of the Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control 
Article 12 

The General Officer presiding over the Military Inter-Allied Commission of 
Control shall be assisted by a Staff which shall include officers of each of the armies 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

He shall, moreover, be assisted by the necessary technical personnel (legal, 
financial, etc.). 

The Commission shall sit at Vienna. 

Article 

The Military Inter- Allied Commission of Control shall include 2 Sub-Commissions : — 

(c) A Sub-Commission for Munitions, Armament, Material and Fortifications; 

{b) A Sub-Commission for Establishments, Recruiting and Military Training. 

Sub-Commission for Munitions, Armament, Material and Fortific.ations 
Article 

This Sub-Commission shall include in its duties the supervision of the execution 
of Articles 129- 135 and Table V of the Military Clauses of the Treaty of Peace. 

It shall be presided over by an Italian General, assisted by Officers of the various 
Allied and Associated Armies : 

It shall sit at Vienna. 

The total number of Officers necessary for this Sub-Commission shall be 
decided by the President. 

This Sub-Commission shall be represented by Officers at Gratz CjVI, Linz, 
Innsbruck, and other places which may be considered necessary. 

This word, inserted here in the text of the original, should have been inserted after 
‘reduce’ above. 



Sub-Commission for Establishments, Recruiting and Military Instruction 

Article i§ 

This Sub-Commission shall include in its duties the execution of Articles ii8- 
128 and Tables I, 11 , III and IV of the Military Glauses of the Treaty of Peace. 
It shall be presided over by a French General assisted by Officers of the various 
Allied and Associated Armies ; it shall sit at Vienna. 

The total number of Officers necessary for this Sub-Commission shall be decided 
by the President. 

This Sub- Commission shall be represented by Officers at Gratz, Linz, Innsbruck, 
and other places which may be considered necessary. 

Article 16 

The number of Officers who are to form part of the Military Inter-Allied 
Commission of Control might be fixed, in principle, on the following proportion: — 


The United States of America . . . . , -4/20 

France .......... 4/20 

Great Britain . . . . . . . . .4/20 

Italy ........... 6/20 

Japan ........... 2/20 


Organization of the Naval Inter-Allied Commission of Control 

Article ly 

The Naval Inter- Allied Commission of Control, which is charged with the 
supervision of the execution of the Naval Glauses of the Treaty of Peace, will 
consist of: — 

The Main Commission with necessary Staff, with headquarters in Vienna : — 

A Sub-Commission to deal with the questions contained in Article 20. 

Article 18 

The Main Commission shall be presided over by an Italian Admiral, and shall 
be composed of an Admiral or other Senior Officer of each of the other principal 
Allied and Associated Powers, 

Article ig 

The Sub-Commission shall be composed of 4 Senior Naval Officers of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers (wdth the exception of Japan), and an 
Italian Interpreter. 

It shall be presided over by a French Captain. 

The Sub-Commission, moreover, shall be entitled to consult the technical 
Experts of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers if the presence of the latter 
is considered necessary by the Commission. 

Article 20 

The Sub-Commission shall be concerned with: 

( 1 ) The destruction of ships under construction. 

(2) The surrender of stocks of munitions and Naval War Material, in accordance 
with Article 142 of the Treaty of Peace. 
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Organization of the Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control 

Article 21 

The Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commission of Control charged \vith the super- 
vision of the carrying out of the Air Clauses of the Treaty of Peace shall be 
composed as follows ; — 

A Main Commission with staff which shall sit at Vienna. 

A Sub-Commission for Production. 

A Sub-Commission for Military and Naval Aeronautics. 

Article 22 

The Main Commission shall be presided over by a French General and shall be 
composed of a, General or Senior Officer of each of the other Principal Allied a nd 
Associated Powers. 

Article 23 

The Sub-Commission for Production shall supervise in particular the execution 
of the clauses contained in Article 147. 

It shall be presided over by a British Colonel, and shall sit at 'Nherina. 

The total number of Officers necessaiy for this Sub-Commission shall be decided 
by the President. 

Article 24 

The Sub-Commission for Military and Naval Aeronautics shall supervise in so 
far as each of these branches is concerned, the carrying out of the clauses other 
than those contained in Article 147. It shall be presided over by an Italian Colonel 
and shall sit at Vienna. 

Article 23 

The proportion of Officers to sit on the Aeronautical Inter-Allied Commis.sion 
of Control shall be the same as that fixed in Article 16. 


Appendix G to No. 72 
(Fi’om the Russian Embassy). 


PARIS, October 6, lyig. 


In addition to the considerations exposed in its memorandum of .August the 
20th and September 27th, concerning the suppled ng of General ^AudcnitclPs Army, 
the Russian Embassy has the honour to inform the Government of the United 
States that it appears from the last information that there arc actually certain 
stochs of war material, of Russian origin, at the arsenals of Koenigsberg and 
Graudentz; these stocks contain several hundred cannons, 400,000 rifles, the 
correspondent quantity of shells and cartridges, a certain number of military 
camions’^® and so on. 

The Russian Embassy, transmitting this information to the United States 
Government hopes that these data will be taken into consideration and will 
contribute to give a satisfactory solution to the request exposed in the above 
mentioned memox’andum. 

To The United Slates Delegation. 

i.e. iorries. 
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Appendix I to No. 72 
Mote 


PARIS, October g, igig. 

French Delegation. 

Attribution of Western Galicia to Poland. 

By virtue of Article 91 of the Peace Treaty with Austria, that Power ceded to the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers those of her territories which were not 
specially attributed. Among the territories thus ceded to the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers is Galicia. 

Until now the Principal Allied and Associated Powers have not yet disposed of 
that province. As regards Eastern Galicia, the draft of a treaty with Poland is being 
studied, but its drafting depends on the decision which the Supreme Council shall 
take on the point of whether Eastern Galicia shall be attributed to Poland provi- 
sionally or finally. 

Nothing has been done concerning Western Galicia, the attribution of which to 
Poland is however contested by no one. 

There results from it : 

1. — That at present Polish sovereignty is recognized over the territories ceded 
by Germany to Poland; (Treaty of June 29 [28]). 

2. — That it is going to be recognized over the former Russian territories, by 
virtue of the draft of the treaty between the Principal Allied and Associated Powers 
and Poland which is now being prepared by the Drafting Committee in conformity 
with the decisions of the Supreme Council. 

3. — That the sovereignty of Poland over Eastern Galicia shall l^e the subject of a 
special treaty; 

4. — That nothing has been provided for Western Galicia. 

It would be advisable, however, to put an end, as soon as possible, to that state 
of affairs, as far as this last region is concerned, which is unquestionably the one 
whose character is the most exclusively Polish. 

The French delegation considers that the Supreme Council should come to a 
decision in that respect as soon as possible. 

Several solutions could be considered : 

1 . — Unite the attribution of Western Galicia with that of Eastern Galicia, that 
is to say to make it the subject of a single treaty in which it shall be specified that 
the Western part is ceded in full sovereignty, without any conditions, while the 
Eastern part is subjected to certain conditions. 

2. — To make it the subject of a special treaty. 

3. — To take advantage of the separate treaty wth Poland for the attribution of 
the former Russian teiTitories, to add to it an article relative to the attribution of 
Eastern [? Western] Galicia to Poland. 

It would seem preferable to adopt this last solution in order to leave its special 
eharactci' to the question of Western [PEastern] Galicia. 
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H. D. 69.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M, Pichon^s Room at the Quai dHrsay^ Paris ^ on Monday^ 

October 13, igig, at lo.go a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.: Hon. F. L, Polk; secretary, Mr. L. Harrison. 

British Empire-. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr, H. Norman. 

France-. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de St. Qjaentin. 

Italy: M. Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan-. M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. C. Russell. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M, Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 
U.S.A. : Mr. E. L. Dresel, Col. Logan, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire: General Sackville-West, General Groves, Captain Fuller, 
Commandant Dunne, Mr. Leeper. 

France: Marshal Foch, M. Loucheur, General Weygand, M. Laroche, 
M. Tirard, Captain Roper. 

Italy: General Gavallero, M. Vannutelli-Rey. 

Japan: M. Shigemitsu. 

I. M. Pichon said that he had just received a note from the British Delega- 
Publication of the tion asking if there were any objections to the publication 
Diplomatic Instruments of the Treaty of Peace with Austria, as well as the other 
Signed at St. Germain diplomatic instruments signed at St. Germain. So far as 
he was concerned, there was no objection. 

Mr. Polk asked what had been decided in regard to the publication of 
the first draft of the Treaty of Peace with Germany. 

M. Pichon said that it had been decided that there was no objection to its 
publication. 

(It was decided: that the Council had no objection to the publication of 
the Treaty of Peace with Austria, as well as the other diplomatic instru“ 
rneiits wLich w'ere signed at St. Germain.) 

2. Mr. Polk said he wished to make two remarks in regard to the minutes 
Correction of the the meeting of the loth October (h. d. 67).^ According 

Minutes of the Meet- to the text which he had before him, he had said on page 
ing of the joth October (English text) 2, that he thought that it was important 

{H.D.GyY blockade preventing the shipment of arms to 

Hungary had, been [? should not be] removed. He had not spoken of 
Hungary, but of Roumania, and had not spoken of arms, but of supplies of 
all kinds. He desired that it should be mentioned in the minutes of the 
meeting that M. Clemenceau had expressed agreement. In the minutes of 
the same meeting the Council had decided (page 16, English text)^ that 
the Roumanian representative on the Subcommittee to be sent to Budapest 
^ No, 71. = Penultimate paragraph of minute 7. 3 Decision (2) in minute 8. 


for determining the reparations value of material removed by the Rou- 
manians should sit in a deliberative capacity. He had wished to give them 
only a consultative capacity. 

M. Lougheur said that he had insisted on the word ‘deliberative’. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked what was the difference between the two expres- 
sions. 

M. Lougheur said that if one said ‘consultative’ that excluded the right 
of vote, whereas the expression ‘deliberative voice’ implied the right of 
vote. Ill the beginning he had favoured giving the Roumanians a consul- 
tative voice, but Sir Eyre Crowe had said that this means of procedure would 
be offensive to the Roumanians as it seemed to place them before an Allied 
tribunal. He had recognized the justice of this argument and had then ad- 
vocated the idea of a. consultative [? deliberative] voice. The question should 
be examined again. He, himself, was strongly in favour of the solution 
which had been adopted at the meeting of the loth October, as otherwise 
the Roumanians would be given new grounds for grievance against the 
Allies. He wished to add that he saw no inconvenience in giving the Rou- 
manians a deliberative voice. They would have one voice against four. If 
their demands were unjustified they would be in the minority. 

Mr. Polk asked whether the Hungarians would also have a deliberative 
voice. He wished to know too what was the position of the Gzecho-Slovaks. 

M. Lougheur said that the Hungarians would not have a deliberative 
voice in the Reparation Commission any more than did the Roumanians 
[? Germans] and Austrians. That was specified in the Treaty of Peace. 
On the other hand, the Gzecho-Slovaks, Jugo-Siavs, Poles, and Roumanians 
were given a voice. The Treaty of Peace provided that a representative of 
these four Nations and of Greece should in turn sit for a year with a delibera- 
tive voice. 

Mr. Polk asked whether Sir George Clerk had discussed the subject 
before the Council. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he had. 

M. Lougheur said that Sir George Clerk was present when he had formu- 
lated his proposal, which resulted from the very conclusions of Sir George 
Clerk’s report. 

Mr. Polk asked whetlier it would not be possible to put the Poles, Jugo- 
slavs, and the Gzecho-Slovaks on the same footing as the Roumanians. 

M. Lougheur replied that it would be possible to draft a new text which 
would put these four Powers on the same footing and give all of them a 
deliberative voice in the Subcommittee at Budapest for the questions in 
which they were interested. He could agree with Colonel Logan upon the 
text of a draft which would define the functions of the Subcommittee. 

(It was decided: to take note of the corrections in the minutes of the 
meeting of the 10th October (h. d. 67)^ in accordance with Mr. Polk’s 
remarks.) 

(It was further decided that M. Loucheur and Colonel Logan should be 
requested to alter the text of the resolution of the 10th October, respecting 


30 
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tile despatcli to Budapest of a Sub -Committee under tbe Organization 
Committee of the Reparation Commission, in such a manner as to provide 
that representatives of Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
State on this Sub-Committee, should be placed on an equal footing wth 
the Rouiiiaiiian representative. The text as altered should be approved 
by the British and Italian Delegations.) 

3. M. PiCHON said that he had not been present at the last meeting of the 
Council. If he had correctly understood the notes of the meeting, 
^t^FHedrich Council had accepted the draft note to M. Friedrich, with 
the reservation that Mr. Polk would suggest modifications. 

Mr. Polk said that he had had a conversation with Sir George Clerk and 
he could suggest certain changes in the text, but he did not believe that that 
was essential. The important point was whether the American Delegation 
were convinced that the Council were not making a mistake in addressing 
the note to M. Friedrich. It was always a delicate matter to intervene in the 
internal affairs of a country, particularly by transmitting a written docu- 
ment. He would greatly prefer that a special representative of the Supreme 
Council, authorized to enter into relations with the Hungarian political 
parties, should be sent to Budapest. The instructions given this repi’esenta- 
tive should be identical with those contained in the draft note to M. Fried- 
rich. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he recognized the weight of Mr. Polk’s argu- 
ment. He had thought the same thing and had proposed that the Allied 
Generals at Budapest be charged to take the action proposed. If it was 
thought that the Generals, on account of their relations with M. Friedrich, 
were not qualified to take this action, it would be possible to send a special 
representative of the Council. It was of great importance that Hungarian 
opinion should know of the steps which the Entente were taking. If a means 
of making the matter public were found other than by transmitting a note 
by wireless telegraph, he had no objection to the despatch of a special 
representative of the Supreme Council. 

M. SciALOjA said that he agreed. 

M. PiCHON said that if the Council should decide to send a representative 
to Budapest, Sir George Clerk would appear to be the person to send. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Sir George Clerk had left on Saturday^ for 
London, but he had spoken with him and it would be possible for Sir George 
Clerk to return in two days’ time. 

M. PiCHON said that he thought there would be no inconvenience, in 
awaiting Sir George Clerk’s return. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that if the Council decided to send Sir George 
Clerk it was important that the xMlied Generals at Budapest sliould be 
notified, in order that tliey should be aware of the fact that Sir George Clerk 
was charged by the Supreme Council with carrying out a special mission. 
(It was decided: that the Supreme Council, instead of transmitting a Note 
to M, Friedrich, should send a representative.) 

4 October 11. 
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(It was also decided ; that, upon the appointment of a representative, the 
Allied Generals at Budapest should be notified of his mission.) 

4. Sir Eyre Crowe said that before the Council passed on to another sub- 

ject, he had a point to raise. He wished to ask what had 
^heMoTto\he^Rou^ been decided on the question of the publication of the Note of 
manian Government Allied and Associated Governments to the Roumanian 
Government. The Joint Secretariat had thought that the 
Council had decided to publish the Note after it had reached the Roumanian 
Government. He had not understood this to be the case and he thought that 
M. Glemenceau had been of the opinion that the note should not be published. 

Mr. Polk said he thought that the Council had decided to publish the 
Note after its receipt by the Roumanian Government. 

M. DE St. Quentin said the resolution was worded as follows : 

It was further decided to publish the text of the Note after it had been 
transmitted to the Roumanian Government (h, d. 68,5 minute 2, page 4, 
English Text), 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he proposed that the Note should not be pub- 
lished until the Supreme Council had taken a new decision on the subject. 
(It was decided : that the Note of the Supreme Council to the Roumanian 
Government should not be published without a special decision of the 
Supreme Council.) 

5. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council were aware of the fact that the 

British Government believed that to avoid the inconveni- 
DbtribuUon of Allied excessive subdivision of military contingents 

cit^Are^^ ^ ^ ^ resulting difficulties of provisionment, it would 

appear more convenient that the Interallied zones of 
occupation, provided for in the Treaty of Peace, should be divided between 
the Powers in such a way that each zone should be occupied by the troops 
of a single power. It was objected to on the French side, that it was important 
to emphasize the Interallied character of the occupation and the collective 
responsibility of the occupying Powers. When the question had last been 
discussed by the Supreme Council,^ he had recalled a suggestion made by 
Mr. Balfour to the effect that the preponderance in a particular zone should 
be given to a particular army, but that small detachments from other 
armies could be added in order to assure the Inter-Allied character to the 
occupation. 7 He had conveyed this suggestion to London, but the British 
Government did not agree with the first suggestion although they Vvere 
prepared to accept the second. If this system were adopted, it would be 
necessary for the Goimcil to agree as to the distribution among the various 
Allied armies before requesting Marshal Foch to regulate the practical 
details of application. 

Marshal Fogh said that there was a question of principle to be considered. 
Ele was thinking of the question of the occupation of Upper Silesia. I'he 
Treaty of Peace provided that the plebiscite in Upper Silesia should take 
s No. 72, ® See No. 62, minute 2. ’ See No. 31, minute 7. 



place under the guarantee of occupation by the troops of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. These troops would not be equally divided and one 
Power would assume command in Upper Silesia. It was necessary for the 
Governments to inform him, whether they desired an Allied solution, or, 
what he called, a solution of a single Power. If the spirit of the Treaty of 
Peace were to be carried out by aU the Powers, it was necessary that all 
participate in its execution; if not, it was not a Treaty of the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers, but the Treaty of one Power. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the remarks made by Marshal Foch were 
leading the discussion in another direction. He should remember that the 
British Government had accepted a compromise which was to leave in one 
particular zone an army, which should have a preponderance, but that 
there should also be representation of the other armies. As long as the 
occupation were Inter- Allied, the principle would be safeguarded. He wished 
to remark that there would have to be one Commander of the troops of 
occupation in each zone, and this Commander would be in charge. The 
argument, that if one recognized the. preponderance of one Army, that 
Army was given the supreme power, did not seem to him exact. The 
compromise guaranteed a division of responsibility. 

Marshal Foch said that before accepting a compromise he would have 
to know what it was. What the proposition contemplated was he did not 
know. For the moment he knew nothing but the Treaty of Peace, which had 
to be applied immediately, if it were not to break down. It had been 
decided that Upper Silesia should be occupied by two divisions, one division 
being sent first. The Versailles Council, on the basis of a decision by the 
Supreme Council, had drawn up the composition of this division, in deter- 
mining the minimum which each Allied Army should furnish. To that he 
agreed. He wished to insist upon the urgency of the matter, and upon the 
fact, that, at the present time, the only document upon which he had to act 
was the draft of the Versailles Council. He wished to add, that, if the 
territories to be occupied and the conditions under which the occupation 
were to take place, were considered, the charges of occupation were unequal. 
It had been thought advisable to send two divisions to Upper Silesia for a 
fixed period; elsewhere occupations could be made with much smaller 
forces. Was Danzig to be occupied and for how long? He did not know. 
Ill any case it was a question of a small force. The same applied to Memcl. 
There was a question of unequal charges for an unequal period of occupation. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he recognized the force of Marshal Foclfs 
arguments. It was a fact that the only text which Marshal Foch had was 
the Versailles draft. It was to be regretted that Marshal Foch had not 
been present at the last meeting of the Council where the question had been 
discussed. “ At that time he had said that the British Governmeni' did not 
accept the draft prepared by the Military Representatives at Versailles. In 
the course of the same meeting there was a question of a suggestion made 
by Mr, Balfour on the 8th August.? He (Sir Eyre Crowe) thoiiglit that tlie 
French Representatives agreed in principle with this suggestion. He had 
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informed his Government, which had agreed to the compromise. The 
entire question could not be brought up again to-day. 

M, PiGHON said that this was not quite what had occurred. He had before 
him the notes of the meeting of the 22nd September (h.d. 58),^ The 
Council had admitted the general principle that in a fixed zone one power 
could have a larger number of troops than the other Powers, but they had 
not admitted that the units to represent the other Allies could be very small. 
The whole subject was dominated by the political question. Inter- Allied 
occupation proved that the Allies were in agreement as to guaranteeing the 
execution of the Treaty of Peace. The French Delegation did not desire to 
see a situation raised, such as had arisen in Bulgaria. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he thought there had been a misunderstanding. 
M. Piclion had again expressed the French point of view. He knew that 
point of view. On the other hand he wished to recall that on the 22nd 
September, when they had alluded to Mr. Balfour’s suggestion, a French 
Representative, he thought that it was General Le Rond, had said that 
by this means it would be possible to arrive at a solution similar to that 
which the French Delegation advocated. It was this proposal which he had 
submitted to London and it was that proposal which he was in a position to 
accept. 

Marshal Foch said that he desired to place the question on its true 
ground. Upper Silesia was to be occupied at once; that was to say in fifteen 
days after the Treaty of Peace went into force. He asked what was the 
contingent of each of the Allies in this occupation; as for the rest, he wished 
to remark, that the Treaty of Peace did not provide for the occupation 
of Danzig any more than it did for that of Allenstein and Marienwerder. 
If there were not a firm occupation, the Treaty would become useless. It 
was a definite question, and there were three questions which arose, if one 
wished to ask them. He wished to propose that a special meeting, for the 
regulation of these problems, be called, where the matter should be treated 
both from a political and from a military point of view. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he wished to state that the Military Experts 
had asked for one division for Upper Silesia and not for two. In any event, 
the despatch of the second division remained uncertain. They had thought 
that the occupation of the other regions where plebiscites were to take place 
would require a total of one division. It was true that the occupation of 
Danzig was not provided for by the Treaty, but there was little doubt but 
that this occupation would be necessary. With regard to Allenstein and 
Marienwerder, the Treaty provided that the Inter-Allied Commissions, who 
were charged with presiding over the plebiscites, should have at their dis- 
posal a sufficient military force. There was little doubt but that, in view of 
the information received, it would be necessary to send troops to these 
districts. There existed there a problem as urgent as that of Upper Silesia. 

General Weygand said that the Treaty of Peace was very vague upon, 
certain points. It was necessary for the Supreme Council to attend to this. 
When that had been done, he would know how many effectives were 
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needed. It was further necessary for the Council to inform him what Powci' 
would have the preponderance in a particular place. It was only when the 
Military Experts had this information that they would be in a position to say 
whether it would be possible to make a distribution of the forces which would 
impose upon each of the interested Powers an equal expense. 

M. Pigeon said that it would be necessary to first settle the occupation of 
Upper Silesia. The Council could direct Marshal Foch to prepare a draft 
in agreement with the Military Representatives of the other Powers. Then 
it would be possible to examine the other questions. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council could now decide as to whether 
or hot Danzig and Allensteiii should be occupied. He believed, moreover, 
that this had already been decided. 

M. Pigeon said that nothing had been decided. The question had been 
adjourned every time it had come before the Council. The Polish Commis- 
sion should be requested to make an urgent report on this subject, but at 
present a project for the occupation of Upper Silesia was what was wanted. 

Sir Eyre Crowe asked why the question of the occupation of Danzig, 
Allenstein, Marienwerder, and Memel could not be decided at once; and 
why the modalities of the occupation should not be studied by Marsha! 
Foch at the same time as those for Upper Silesia. 

M. Pigeon agreed that in adopting tliis course the Council would be 
taking into consideration the questions raised by Marshal Foch. 

Mr. Polk said that he thought in any event the Council should hear the 
report of the Commission on Polish Affiiirs. Fie thought that the Commis- 
sion were not unanimous on the subject of Danzig and Memel. 

M. Pigeon said that it would be possible to make a provisional reservation 
on the subject of Danzig and Memel. 

General Weygand asked whether a. decision had been taken on the 
question of Klagenfurt. When the Allied Generals had made their report on 
this question, they had provided for Inter-Allied occupation where the 
plebiscite was to take place. 

M. Laroche said that the question was settled in the Treaty of St. 
Germain. Article 50 provided that the first zone should be occupied by the 
troops of the Scrb-Croat-Slovene State and the second by Austrian troops. 

General Weygand said that it w^as therefore necessary to settle only tlie 
question of Danzig and Memel. When the Council had readied a decision 
the General Staffs •'A'ould need a few hours to prepare a draft. 

(It was decided : 

(1) tiial in the portions of East Prussia, where plebiscites were to lie Iield, 

in accordance with Articles 94 to 98 of the Treaty of Peace witli 
Germany, there should he occupation hy Inter- Allied troops; 

(2) that the Coinniission on Polish Affairs and the Commission on Baltic 

Affairs should inform the Council, at its meeting on the loth Getoher, 
whether they considered that Danzig and Memel (Articles 99 to lOS 
of the Treaty of Peace with Germany) should be occu]ned by Inter- 
Allied forces.) 



6. (The Council had before it the German notes of the 7th August, igig, 
and draft replies to these notes prepared by the Commission, 
Reply to the notes of on the left bank of the Rhine (see appendices A and B).) 

TiEARD said that the draft note submitted to the 

occupation of the left Council was a reproduction of the stenographic text of the 
bank of the Rhine declarations made by M. Loucheur to the German Dele- 
gates. However, M. Loucheur proposed an alteration to 
make the text more clear. On Page 13 (French text) he suggested that for 
paragraph 13 the following be substituted: ‘Special Arrangements. Special 
arrangements shall be made in accordance with the request in the German 
note for the regulation of the reception by the various railway administra- 
tions ill consequence of the modification of the frontiers,’ , 


(It was decided: 

(1) to accept the draft replies to the five German Notes transmitted from 

Versailles on the Ttli August, 1919, respecting the administration of 
the occupied territory ; 

(2) that paragraph 13 of the fourth reply (administration of railways in 

the occupied territory) should be altered as follows: ‘Paragraph 13. 
Special Arrangements. Special arrangements shall be made in 
accordance with the request in the German Note for the regulation 
of the reception by the various railway administrations in conse- 
quence of the modification of the frontiers.’) 


7. (The Council had before it a Note from the British Delegation of the 
loth October, 1919 (see appendix G).) 

Geman ships acquired Eyre Growe commented briefly upon the Note 

Dutch Navigation h'orn the British Delegation. He insisted upon the impor- 
Cornpanies taiice of a decision being taken by the Council in regard to 

this matter, for otherwise, it might become impossible to 
obtain the delivery of the vessels in question. 

M. SciALOjA said that he agreed in principle with Sir Eyre Growe, but 
he wished to raise a question of competence. It was provided in Section VII 
of Annex 3 of Part VIII (Reparations) of the Treaty of Peace with Germany, 
that Germany agreed to take any measures that might be indicated to her 
by the Reparation Commission for obtaining the full total for all ships which 
had during the war been transferred or were in the process of being trans- 
ferred to neutral flags, without the consent of the Allied and Associated 
Governments, and to ask Germany to obtain full right of property in these 
ships. He thought that the question which had been submitted belonged to 
the Reparation Commission, otherwise there was a danger that Germany 
might raise objections of a legal nature. 

Sir Eyre Growe said that he had considered this article in the Note which 
the Council had before it, but in this case, it was not a question of the definite 
attribution of these ships; it was simply a question of their being handed 
over. 
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M, SciALOjA agreed, but pointed out that Germany might say that she 
awaited the decision of the Reparation Commission, 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that the only matter which concerned the Council 
at the moment was to prevent the ships passing into the hands of the 
Dutch. 

M. PiGHON said that it was not a question of getting to the root of the 
matter. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that Germany should be justified in demanding a 
decision from the Reparation Commission for the settlement of the question 
of the ownership of the ships. The present question was to force the German 
Government to make sure of the possession of these ships and to deliver them 
to the Allies. 

AIr. Polk proposed that Sir Eyre Crowe prepare a draft note to the Ger- 
man Government which the Council could examine at its next meeting. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that this note would demand : 

(1) that the five ships in question should be delivered to the Allied and 

Associated Powers at the Firth of Forth ; 

(2) that the Dutch crews should be removed; 

(3) that the Dutch names of the ships and mark of port of origin should 

be removed ; 

(4) that the Allied and Associated Governments could, if they desired, 

make an inspection of the ‘William Oswald’ ; 

(5) that the ‘Nassau’ and the ‘Braunschweig’ should be taken to Bremer- 

haven by German crews. 

M. Sgialoja asked what part the Reparation Commission would play. 

M. PiCHON said that its President, M. Loucheur, was in agreement with 
Sir Eyre Crowe. 

(It was decided : that Sir Eyre Crowe should submit to the Council at its 
next meeting the draft of a Note to the German Government demanding 
the delivery to the Allies of the five German merchant ships sold to 
Dutch firms during the war.) 

8. (The Council had before it a draft resolution of the loth October prepared 
by the American Delegation (see appendix D).)® 
Execution of Micks wo Eyre Crowe asked whether the Council had the 

Versailles respecting the decide as to measures which should be taken 

free city of Danzig to assure the rapid execution of Articles 100 to 104 of 
the Treaty of Peace with Germany. Article 104 of the 
Treaty of Peace provided for a Treaty between the free city of Danzig and 
Poland, but the free city of Danzig did not yet exist. 

M. PiGHON said that the American proposal was intended merely to 
request the Commission on Polish Affairs to study the question and 

® Not printed. The draft resolution was, with verbal variation, that adopted by the 
Supreme Council. 
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make a report to the Supreme Council. The proposal did not go beyond 
that. 

(It was decided: that the Commission on Polish Affairs should be 
requested to examine Articles 100 to 104 of the Treaty of Peace with 
Germany, relative to the creation of the free city of Danzig, and to submit 
a report as soon as possible as to the measures to be taken to secure the 
speedy execution of these articles, upon the entry into force of the Treaty 
of Peace.) 

g. (The Council had before it a note from the British Delegation dated 7 th 
Sale of Air Material October, 1919 (see appendix E).) 

to Sweden by Germany remarks were made it was decided : 

( 1 ) that the German Government should be required to provide the 

President of the Inter- Allied Aeronautical Commission of Control 
with full particulars of all aircraft and aircraft material sold or 
exported since the Armistice, and that the value of this material 
should be estimated by the President of the Inter-Aliied Aero- 
nautical Commission of Control, and should be paid to him by the 
31st January, 1920; 

(2) that Marshal Foch should be instructed to enquire into Mr. Ranft’s 

transactions and the reported gift of two aeroplanes to the Swedish 
Army and shall also request the German Government to forward a 
statement with regard to these matters.) 

10 . 

AdmissimofLm«nbourg [Not printed] 

to the Internatmial Labour 
Congress at Washington 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

H6tel de Crilloti, Paris, 

October if, igig. 


Appendices A and B to No. 73 

Dossier of Correspondence between the Allied and Associated Powers and the German 
Delegation relative to the Administration of the Occupied Territory of the Rhine. 

Five xNotes from von Lewald, of August 7 , 1919 , and replies thereto, under the 
ibilowing subjects : — 

1. The occupation of the Left Bank of the Rhine. 

II. x\ccommoclations for the German Imperial High Commissioner. 

IIL Questions of Procedure. 

IV. Administration of Railroads. 

V. Regime of Navigation. 
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Translation 

German Motes relative to the Administration of the Rhenish Territories delivered by 
. M. von Lewald, August 7, igig. 

First Note 

Relative to the Occupation of the Left Bank of the Rhine 

Gentlemen : 

In the name of the German Government I have the honour to acknowledge 
receipt of the answer to the two German memoranda concerning the military 
occupation of the left bank of the Rhine.® I note with satisfaction that the Allied 
and Associated Governments intend to make the military occupation of the left 
bank of the Rhine as light as possible for the populations. 

I take the liberty to make detailed comments on the following paragraphs of 
the answer : 

I interpret the answer concerning paragraph 3 to mean that the laws of the 
Empire and of the Federative States promulgated for the territories in question, 
as well as the executive decrees, shall be enforced as long as the High Commission 
does not make use of its right of veto by a communication to the Commissioner of 
the Empire, because their application would affect the safety and the needs of the 
military forces of the Allied and Associated Powers. That right of veto should be 
expressed in a decree to be issued in conformity with Article 3 of the agreement. 

In order to make the situation of public right perfectly clear, it would be advis- 
able that the decrees of the High Commission be published in an official paper by 
the Commissioner of the Empire. Thus the stipulations of article <^a of the agree- 
ment would be fulfilled for the German Government. 

The answer concerning paragraph 4 guaranteed to Germany that the popula- 
tions shall enjoy the free exercise of its personal and civic rights, religious freedom, 
freedom of the press, vote, association, and that the political, administrative and 
economic relations between the occupied territories and between those territories 
and the non-occupied territories shall not be hindered any more than circulation. 
A great calm has come over the occupied territory caused by the fact that no\v the 
provincial, communal and municipal elections can take place freely and that these 
assemblies as well as the ecclesiastical assemblies of the provincial synod will be 
allo^ved to meet. The special authorization to travel from one part of the occ upied 
territory to another and from the occupied territory to the non-occupied territoiq^ 
of Germany is tlierefore suppressed. Simultaneously wdth the guarantee of free 
circulation, the sale of newspapers from the non-occupied territories of Germany 
in the occupied territory shall be authorized, as for example the importation of 
the Fran kf ur ter zei twig in Rhenish ticsse which was forbidden until now. 

Concerning paragraph 5, I take the liberty of making the remark that the 
Governments of Prussia, Bavaria, Baden, Hesse and Oldenburg have given their 
consent to tlie nomination of Herr von Starck as Commissioner of the limpii-e, 
with the meaning that the Commissioner of the Empire shall equally represent 
the rights of those states and of their population at the High Commission. 

Concerning paragraph ^a, 1 remark that the new constitution adopted b)' tlic 
National Constituent Assembly under date of July 31, 1919, contains a considerable 
9 See No, 15, appendix A, 
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increase of the jurisdiction of the Empire as compared with that of the Federative 
States. 1 shall take the liberty of sending four copies of the ne w constitution to the 
President of the Commission. 

I would be grateful if acceptance of M. von Starch’s nomination was granted as 
soon as possilole so that he might be in a position to enter into relations with the 
Interallied High Commission at Coblenz. Numerous administrative measures 
adopted in the various occupied territories show the necessity of it. 

Supposing that the High Commission has its seat in Coblenz, the Commissions 
[? Commissioner] of the Empire must also reside there. For the buildings which 
must be placed at liis disposal and which are at present occupied by the American 
Military authorities, I take the liberty of delivering the following note.*“ 

Concerning paragraph 6, I ask again to kindly let me know as soon as possible 
the effectives of the troops to be maintained in the occupied territory, the number 
of officers, men and horses, together with the name of places where the troops will 
have to be stationed; since according to article of the agreement, the troops 
have to be exclusively housed in barracks and not quartered in private houses, the 
old garrison cities wall have to be considei'ed first. It is very important for those 
cities to be informed as soon as possible of the effectives of the troops which they 
shall have to house. On that subject, may I be allowed to state that before July 31, 
1914, there were only 70,000 men stationed in the occupied territory. Since, 
according to the Peace Treaty, Germany is authorized to maintain only an army 
of 100,000 men, distributed all over the territory of the ‘Reich’, the German 
Government hopes that the effectives of the occupying troops will not exceed a 
number equivalent to the capacity of the fixed barracks. It will be especially 
desirable that an order be issued so that the military authorities of the Allied and 
Associated Powers do not require from cities which are not considered in the future 
as garrison towms, such things as electric installations, aqueducts or others which 
would cause great expenses and would not be used later. 

To give an example of the serious inconveniences resulting from the extremely 
high effectives now stationed in the occupied territory, I take the liberty of men- 
tioning that for the present it is impossible for foreigners to find room in Cologne 
although it is essentially a city of foreigners and it has at its disposal excellent 
hotels with 5,000 beds. The Commission represented here and the members of the 
parliamentary council of the Commissioner of the Empire w'ho met in Cologne 
last Sunday could not be housed, or were only able to find absolutely insufficient 
rooms for one night only, and only upon the request of the Commissioner of the 
Empire did t!ie military authorities place a few very modest rooms at their 
disposal. 

The repres.sion of the hotel service in the gi'eat Rhine towms is incompatible witii 
tiie development of commerce and industry. 

'Phe ans\ver concerning paragi'aph 7 states that the High Commission is to 
regulate the organization of the police forces. I take the liberty of remarking that 
article 1, alinea 2, of the agreement stipulates that it is only the number of the 
police forces %vhidi is to be determined by the Allied and Associated Powders. 

Following the troubles caused by the war and the difficult economic situation 
amoiig' the. working classes of Germany, and which are well known by the PJigh 
Commission, the number of police forces wall have to be superior to that of peace 
lime because then, in case of need, one could have recourse to the military forces 
for tlie maintenance of public order. That is especially important because of the 
*0 Document 2 in this appendix. 
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fact that, according to the Peace Treaty, it is forbidden to maintain in the future 
troops in a zone 50 hms. wide and bordering the occupied territories. 

Concerning paragraph 9 , 1 take account of the fact that the Allied and Associated 
Powers recognize that the privilege of jurisdiction cannot be conferred upon German 
citizens, so that German citizens, even in a case where they are employed by the 
troops or are in their service, shall remain subjected to German jurisdiction. In 
alinea 2 of paragraph 9, the answer remarks that the Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments, not wishing perturbation to be caused in the occupied territories, could not 
admit that the competent German authorities begin judicial actions for political 
or economic facts pertaining to the period of the Armistice, unless those facts have 
already caused the Allied and Associated Governments to begin judicial actions. 
I cannot see on what provisions of the agreement that pretention of the Allied and 
Associated Powers can be based. I interpret the remark to mean, in short, that the 
creators of the so-called Rhenish Republic, that is to say M. Dorten and his friends, 
together with the people who are making propaganda in the Palatinate for the 
creation of the autonomous state ‘free Palatinate’, namely Dr. Haas and acolytes 
at Lindau [Landau], shall therefore be protected, from a point of view of penal law, 
from any judicial action of any kind on the part of Germany. 

Consequently, I feel obliged to remark that for those agitations and machinations 
of M. Dorten and his friends at Wiesbaden, of Dr. Haas and his friends at Landau, 
as well as M. Hompa at Kehl, it is only a question of small groups without any 
importance who are pursuing aims directed against the German Constitution such 
as no Government can tolerate in time of peace. Without the protection of the 
military authorities at Wiesbaden and in the Palatinate, as at Kehl, those tendencies 
would not have had the least succession [jic] . I have in my hands a rather volumi- 
nous dossier concerning M. Dorten’s acts and the protection accorded him by the 
military authorities. As to the Palatinate, I have also at hand documented material. 
The situation is quite analogous in the Principality of Birkenfeld ■^v^here the military 
command attempted to push the small country in a determined political path. All 
those tendencies do not find the least support in the agreement. I beg you to 
kindly confirm that as soon as the agreement goes into force, the High Commission, 
conforming itself to the intentions which ha^’-e inspired the Allied and Associated 
Powers in their answer to paragraph 28, see that this interference in the internal 
affairs of Germany be stopped. The agreement does not give the right to the 
Germans who thus violated the German law to be immune from legal action. The 
German Government could not declare itself in accord with that and could only 
renounce any judicial action in occupied and non-occupied territories in case the 
Allied and Associated Powers declare themselves ready to grant a complete 
amnesty to the persons condemned for having committed infractions to the orders 
of the occupying porvers and in case all the cases pending for such reasons are 
stopped, I believe that that would correspond to the spirit of conciliation invoked 
on several occasions in the answer. The same measure would apply to the economic 
decree[?s] enacted either by the occupying authorities or by German}'-. 

Concerning paragraphs 10, 1 1 and 12 , 1 take the liberty of delivering a statement 
of the German Minister of Justice which I beg you to kindly take into consideration. 

As for paragraph 10, I beg you to kindly enlighten me on a few points. Since 
the German military legislation does not grant any jurisdiction in civil ai'Iairs to 
the military tribunals, even during the state of war, and since I did not .succi^ed in 
finding the laws enforced among the Allied and Associated Powers allowing military 
tribunals to try civil affairs, I would be grateful to receive a copy of the .stipulations 
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in question from the various occuppng Powers. I am grateful that the answer 
recognizes the jurisdiction of the German courts to decide differences resulting 
from contracts made privately either by soldiers, or by their families, with the 
restriction that the High Commission shall have the right to decide in case of 
abuses. Since the word ‘evocation’ is used both in the French and in the English 
text, they seem to have in mind the ‘jus evocandi’ unknown to German legislation 
for many years and for the explanation of which it is necessary to have recourse to 
very old German judicial institutions. Consequently, I conclude from the text 
that to the High Commission shall be reserved the right to take away from German 
coui'ts cases brought before it and to transfer to the military tribunals of the 
occupying Powers. That would constitute a serious infringement on the inde- 
pendence of jurisdiction and would be considered by the whole German magistra- 
ture as a doubt cast on its absolute impartiality. 

Concerning paragraph 14, I had asked if a declaration of the receipts of the 
Empire and of the Federative States, received in the occupied territory, could also 
be deposited in the non-occupied territory. The answer to paragraph 14 does not 
make that very important point clear and that is why I take the liberty of asking 
for an express confirmation of my interpretation. 

Concerning paragraph 16; the Allied and Associated Powers did not accept my 
proposal to trust the German authorities to determine and pay reimbursements in 
conformity with German law; however, they have declared themselves ready to 
study a regulation of application together with the German authorities. I wish to 
believe that the regulation will neglect neither the interests of the population con- 
cerned nor those of the German finances. That is why I believe I can limit myself, 
in that respect, to point out a few wishes, leaving all the rest in the good care of the 
High Commission. The following points are of a very special importance. 

1 . The creation of two instances and that in such a way that a second instance 
shall have the jurisdiction over the whole occupied territory so that the uniformity 
indispensable to the application and the interpretation of the regulations and in the 
fixation of the amount of the reimbursement be guaranteed. 

2. In both instances the admission as attorney general of a I'epresentative of the 
financial administration of the Empire, to the proposals of whom the Commissions 
shall grant a hearing before arriving at the decision and who should also be 
authorized to make an appeal to plaintiff against the decision of the first tribunal. 

3. Reimbursement shall be fixed in conformity with the current prices at the 
place and at the time of the presentation. 

On the other hand I take once more the liberty of calling the attention of the 
Commission of [?to] the state of affairs now existing in the various zones of occupation 
regarding the reimbursement of requisitions and including the burdens caused by 
die housing of soldiers. I took the liberty of stating in my supplementary memo- 
randum to paragraph 32 that the situation had become intolerable. According to 
the ans^ver, the High Commission will have to take care of the establishment of a 
uniform order of things by the promulgation of regulations; it is possible that the 
precautions required to guarantee the future have been taken, that is to say after 
the going into force of the agreement, against the return of a state of affairs as 
intolerable as that which existed during the armistice but no solution has yet been 
found as to how the population shall be indemnified for the requisitions including 
the housing of soldiers during the armistice period. 

The present state of affairs cannot be maintained because of the differences of 
the stipulations, notably regarding the amount of reimbursements in the various 
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zones of occupation, which have given rise to a marked dissatisfaction among the 
population and that besides a great many requisitions, among the most expensive 
ones, have not been paid as I have already had the honour to state with more 
details. As regards the British zone of occupation where the German authorities 
were allowed to enforce the law of the German Empire of March 2, 1919, I 
earnestly beg to maintain the present state of affairs because the financial adminis- 
tration of the German Empire has already paid, in conformity with German la.w, 
a sum of more than 100 million marks on account of the claims for indemni ties and 
because a change in the decree and in the procedure during the execution would 
bring disturbances in the juridical situation as well as in the finances of the Empire. 
As to the other zones, one could perhaps guarantee the indispensable homogeneity 
notably [Pnotable] as regards the British zone, by authoiizing there also the German 
authorities to enforce the German law, all the more so that part of the urban and 
rural circles and the communes have already paid rather large sums oh account of 
the titles to indemnity which have not been paid as yet neither by the occupying 
troops nor by the German Empire. However, my Government will be ready to accept 
also another procedure analogous perhaps to the regulation which the High Com- 
mission will promulgate in the future, under the only condition that the population 
already seriously affected and the communes overwhelmed with taxes be soon re- 
imbursed. 

Concerning paragraph 1 7 : the explanations of paragraph 1 7 seem to take into 
account especially the second part of my memorandum relative to those points. I 
am glad that the legitimate needs of the public services at the time of the requisition 
of public and private establishments shall be satisfied in a conciliating spirit. It 
will be especially desirable to allow the buildings intended for teaching of all grades 
to be used for that purpose. I hope that the question to know if a great part 
of the localities occupied at present shall be again placed at the disposal of the 
population, will be examined in the same conciliatory spirit. 

The question of the housing of officers and their families pre-occupies and w^orries 
very much the inhabitants of the occupied territory. If it is a fact that during the 
period of armistice the population felt already as a heavy burden the restrictions 
inherent to the housing of troops, those feelings will become unbearable if— in view 
of the long years of occupation to come^ — a conciliatory solution of that question 
could not be found. The wealthy families would leave the occupied territory, to 
the detriment of the communes where they were domiciled, and a spirit of vexation, 
highly undesirable, would get hold of the middle and lower classes. The housing 
should be made on the basis of the regulations in force in the various armies, it 
would therefore be agreeable to me to know those regulations so as to ])c in a 
position to take sides regarding the various methods of their applicat ion. May 1 1 ;)?^ 
allo’wed, ho^vever, to express right now the desire that, in general, the housing lx; 
regulated .so as not to jeopardize the family life of the inhabitants. The complete 
eviction of the latter or their obligation to use only a few small rooms, — tlia t the ex- 
actions ofthe intensive billeting made often necessary during the period ofarmisiice 

should not take place again; in the same w^ay the installation of messes in pi’ivate 
houses where they were a great inconvenience to the inhabitants. The billeting of 
officers’ families is a problem particularly difficult to solve. I suppose tliat it would 
be a question of placing at their disposal unfurnished rooms since those larailies 
have their own furniture. The requisitioning of the whole furniture including 
house linen, table material, kitchen utensils and other household goods seems all 
the more heavy during the long period of occupation because a great many of 



those objects are lacking now, especially linen, and that the inhabitants would be 
unable to replace. I presume that in the future domestic articles shall no longer 
be required. 

For the purpose of avoiding annoyances on both sides, I consider it indispensable 
to state with precision the objections of the hosts who, up to the present, often found 
themselves in a situation which was not clearly defined. In any case, it would be 
practicable that the billeting should be made through the municipal authorities. 

Finally, I take the liberty of calling your attention to the fact, that, according to 
the especially difficult situation of the building industry since the war, there exists 
a great shortage of apartments as well in non-occupied Germany as in occupied 
territory, and that that situation has been only increased by the billeting of the 
troops of occupation. May I not also be allowed to express the hope that the 
requisition of living rooms shall be made within the limits of the absolutely indis- 
pensable necessities. 

According to my information, the moving of officers’ families in the occupied 
territory has already taken a certain development; allow me to insist on the 
necessity to authorize those moving only after a solution to the question of billets 
has been found. 

Paragraph i8 recognizes that a control shall be established by the Interallied 
High Commission as regards the privileges and customs exemptions conferred by 
article 1 9 to the troops of occupation and their personnel both civil and military. 
The request expressed in my memorandum that no German national and no 
neutral be granted the privilege of the exemption of taxes by entering in the service 
of the troops of occupation has received no answer. Consequently I take the liberty 
of reiterating my request to kindly give me a statement on that subject such as it 
was given in paragraph 9 of the answer concerning the privileges of jurisdiction. 

I ask you to kindly gvant a hearing to the Commissioner of the Empire before 
taking the prescriptions for the measures of control considered by the High Com- 
mission concerning the privileges and the customs exemptions. It would be 
indispensable to give an active part to the competent German authorities at the 
time of the execution of the control. 

19. The ciistoms fi.'ontier[s] of the West show deficiencies. They prevented the 
installation of German customs officers on German territory at the frontier of 
.Alsace-Lorraine and the Saar Basin. There are customs officers at the fi'ontier 
of Liixeml^ourg, Belgium and Holland, but they cannot act according to the 
reguiadons of the German administration regarding the traffic of merchandise 
and especially (hey cannot apply freely the German regulations on importation and 
exportation. Any German commercial, economic and financial policy, in con- 
formity with the legitimate German interest, becomes impossible so long as the 
Empire is not master of its customs frontier. The Allied and Associated Powers 
recognized, at the time of the negotiations of the Finance Commission, that 
Germany cannot fulfill her economic and financial obligations if she is not allowed 
to di.sposc freely of her customs frontier. It is urgent to settle those questions 
rapidly. If Germany cannot organize as soon as possible the customs service of tlie 
Western frontier, not only will enormous amounts of useful and necessary goods 
enter Germany during the next few weeks, Germany deprived of goods and hungry, 
but also objects of luxury and other goods, hundreds of millions of marks worth, 
and which Germany does not need for the present, and which shall enter without 
paying any duty. It is not doubtful that Germany will not be able to stand such 
a useless drain in view of the anaemic state of her economic body. 
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In view of the importance and urgency of those questions, it is necessary to begin 
their study as soon as possible and to find solutions favourable to Germany. 

In the answer, paragraph 20 is omitted. I should be grateful to receive an 
answer and I take the liberty of placing in the hands of the President the desiderata 
of the railroad administration and those of the navigation on the Rhine. 

According to paragraph 21, the liberty to communicate by letter, telegraph and 
telephone shall be guaranteed. I suppose that the strict observance of the postal 
secret such as it is provided by the German law shall also be guaranteed, under 
reservation of an eventual decree of the state of siege, and that consequently any 
postal censorship such as is now in course will be suppressed. 

Concerning paragraph 24, I take the liberty to remark that I interpret it to 
mean that all the various decrees of the various military authorities issued during 
the armistice, shall be cancelled and that consequently in the future there will be 
only two sources of public law in the occupied territory: the legislation of the 
Empire and of the Federative States and the decrees of the High Commission. 

Concerning paragraph 25, I take note of the fact that all the interdictions of 
sojourn shall be examined in a conciliatoiy spirit. It would be desirable that the 
requests of the persons who have been expulsed and whose purpose is to return to 
their country should be submitted to the High Commission through the Com- 
missioner of the Empire. 

In order that the amnesty which I proposed in paragraph g be complete it 
would be necessary especially that all the people who were expelled from the 
occupied territory because they opposed M, Dorten at Wiesbaden and Haase at 
London [Landau], etc., may be allowed to return to those territories. Public 
opinion in Germany places a great importance on that question as I was assured 
very lately by deputies of all parties. 

28. Those explanations rest only on a misunderstanding, 1 1 [?goes] without saying 
that nothing was further from the mind of the German Government, supreme and 
scrupulous guardian of the Constitution of the Empire, than to submit to the Allied 
and Associated Governments proposals incompatible with international law or with 
the Constitution of the Empire and the rights of the various Federative States. I 
do not believe I must insist on the subject, but I note with satisfaction that the 
Allied and Associated Goveimments did not mention the Central Governments of 
the various Federative States in article 3 of the agreement for the simple reason 
that they concluded peace exclusively with the Central German Government and 
that it is not their intention to interfere with the internal organization of Germany 
and that they respect the legal hierarchy, I'hat was the aim of my speech. 

Par. 29. The institution of the administrators and supervisors; who, in certain 
zones, operate with the German administrative authorities forms a j^ariicularly 
painful chapter of the Armistice. It is therefore with pleasure that i learn that 
after entry into force of the peace Treaty, there shall be no more administrators or 
supervisors directed to control the German administration. If the High Com- 
mission reserves the right to maintain fixed representatives directed to estaljlisli a 
liaison between the local German administrations, the local military autlioritics 
and the High Commission itself, it would be expedient to take the necessary 
measures to have these fixed representatives limited to the IVicilitatiou of com- 
munication between the authorities and to the transmission of the desires of one 
to the other. All right of interference of the interior afiaii’s of the German authori- 
ties, of the control of incoming correspondence, of the examination of shipments, 
of authority to give orders, shall be excluded in the future. 
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It would be desirable if the High Commission would make use of its authority 
to communicate directly with the local German administration in exceptional cases 
only because this would greatly facilitate relations betw^een the High Gommission 
and the German administration if the Commission, in principle, operated through 
the intermediary of the Empire Commissioner who is, in reality, a representative 
of all the German administrations which enter in the ciuestion. 

Par. 32. I am indebted to the Allied and Associated Governments for the 
declaration that requisitions should be but little practiced, and only operated in 
particular circumstances. 

How'^ever, I believe it my duty to call the attention of the Commission to the fact 
that importance [rir] deliveries through requisitions have been ordered for the 
coming economic period and surpassing the probable duration of the Annistice. 
For example, the Pligh Commands of the 8th and loth Army Corps have recently 
ordered the delivery of 40,000 tons of hay per Army Corps, quantities considerably 
surpassing the productivity of these districts under their orders. The same districts, 
last year, only succeeded in delivering for the needs of the German Army a portion 
of the quantity now demanded, and this under serious pressure on the part of 
competent authorities. The rural population, suffering under a great shortage of 
fodder, has been greatly irritated by this hay requisition, as it necessitates a conse- 
quent restriction in livestock. 

According to reports which I have just received, all the horse owners in the 
fourth zone have received a circular indicating an intention to operate an important 
requisition of horses. 

I would be grateful if the Commission would kindly assure me that the requisi- 
tions would not surpass the means and resources of the occupied countries and that 
the commune [s] would not be of necessity forced to obtain their supplies in non- 
occupied territory in order to be able to effect the deliveries demanded or to replace 
their stocks which, as a result of these requisitions, would be insufficient for their 
own needs. 

In conclusion I take the liberty to especially request that you accord favourable 
attention to a petition of the Commission assembled here : according to the Peace 
Treaty a state of peace will not be recognized until the Treaty will have been 
ratified by three of the Principal Powers. We are unable to say when this time 
sliall arrive. The population believes and supposes that, Germany having signed 
and ratified the Treaty as well as this arrangement, they should enjoy the facilities 
elaborated in the reply and that the military regime, of a severe and hard nature, 
might be replaced by civil organization of the High Commission. I do not wish to 
mention here the multitude of complaints relative to the oppression of economic 
and political life, such as exists at the present time, as I hope that we are on the eve 
of the new era referred to in the reply, which shall put an end to arbitrary pro- 
cedures and which, without prejudice toward the attributions conferred to the 
Allied and Associated Powers by the agreement, shall guarantee political liberty, 
sliall reestablish without hindrances free traffic on both sides of the Rhine and 
whicli, firiajly, shall, provided [^ir] an arrangement for the requisition and the 
billeting of troops, which arrangement shall endeavour to establish a just and 
equitable compromise between the interests of the occupying military forces and 
those of the population. Would it not be possible for the High Commission to be 
authorized at the present time by the occupying Powers interested to commence 
its work in order that the arrangement and that the method intended for its execu- 
tion by the occupying Powers, which has been agreed upon here, could enter into 



application, if possible, on August 15, or at the latest by September ist? I'his 
would correspond with the general point of view developed by the Allied Powers, 
particularly in their declaration of June i6th, that is, to as soon as possible place 
Germany in a position to fulfil the obligations which she has assumed by virtue 
of the Peace Treaty. 

VERSAILLES, Augiist 7, igig. 


Lewald. 


Document 2 
Second Note 

Relative to Acconmodafions for the High Empire Commissioner 

Mr.Mimster: Versailles, 7, .5,5. 

As it is assumed that the Interallied High Commission on Rhenish territories 
shall be installed at Coblenz, it would be advisable to have the German Empire 
Commissioner locatc[d] there also. Now, in that city there are not many buildings 
suitable for tlie installation of the Offices of such an important administration, and 
in this number, there are certainly some which will be requisitioned for the needs 
of the American military authorities and by the High Commission, itself. 

There appears, therefore, that there only remains the building of the former 
General Commando which would be suitable for the installation of the ofiices of 
the Empire Commissioner. The American troops have no further need of these 
accommodations and are ready to evacuate them. However, they declare that 
this evacuation cannot take place without the consent of the General Commanding 
the Allied and Associated xArmies. 

I would be deeply grateful, Mr. Minister, if the consent of the General could be 
obtained, in order that the accommodations in question might be prepared for the 
Empire Commissioner. 

Accept, etc. . . . 

Lewald. 


Document 3 
Third Note 

Relative to Miscellaneous Questions of Procedure 

I 

According to article 3 r,” by tribunals, is understood, aside from tiie ordinary 
regular courts, the special courts, such as the Council of Experts and the com- 
mercial courts, administrative courts, including civil cases, as well as the arbitra- 
tion cornmittce.s destined to regulate work and labourers’ differences, established 
on December 23, 1918 (Bulletin of law^s of the Empire, p. 1456) on a basis of Lise 
decrees of the conventions on tariffs, etc. 

II 

The prescription of Article 3 d applies only to nationals of the Allied and 
Associated countries and shall decide only the question of penal competence. 

“ The references in this note are to the articles of the Agreement of June 28, 19 r 9, 
regard to the Milhary Occupation of the Territories of the Riiine (Treaty Sei'i<.-s, 1919, 
No, 7. Grad. 2 a 9). 
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In civil procedures, the executions concerning the persons referred to in article 
3 d shall be aclnrittcd by the administrations of the occupants at the request of 
competent German tribunals. The execution requests should be addressed to the 
following administrations : 

For Belgium: 

For France: 

For Great Britain: 

For the United States: 

III 

The prescription of Article 3 e applies only to acts committed in occupied 
territory after the entry into force of the conventions of June 28, 1919, in case the 
accused was domiciled in occupied territoi'y at the time the act was committed. 
The judgments of similar acts shall be judged according to German jurisdiction, 

IV 

Gases in litigation in the courts of the Allied and Associated Powers and which 
are not within the competence of these courts, according to the convention of 
June 28, 1919, upon the entry into force of the above mentioned Convention, shall 
be Vithin the competence of German courts, in so far as it is a question of cases not 
already judged. Details shall be fixed by special convention. 

V 

According to article 4, only officers in possession of written authorization from 
one of the authorities cited below may operate concerning extradition demands : 

For Belgium: 

For France: 

For Great Britain: 

For the United States: 

If at the time of the extradition of a person according to Article 4, a penal trial 
or a penal execution by German courts was being examined against this person in 
occupied or non-occupied territory, after the liquidation of the trial by the courts 
of the occupying forces, the person is to be delivered to the German authorities. 

Document 4 
Fourth Note 

Desiderata of the Adriiinistratioti of Railroads concerning the Application of the 
Agreement on Occupation 

i.st. If the economic life in occupied territory is to resume its pacific evolution, 
it is indispensable that, in principle, the railroads, as in times of peace, serve in the 
first place the economic interests in order that they be able to fulfill their pacific 
mission. We hope, therefore, that military exigencies may be regulated in such a. 
manner as to permit the railroads to accomplish their true task. 

2nd. In the interest of the maintenance of a well ordered service, it would be 
greatly desirable to create, for each railroad system, a single direction (on the order 
of the German Linien-Commandantur) who would assume the transmission of 
the orders of the High Command of the Allied and Associated troops to the com- 
petent organisms of the railroad administrations, in accordance with Article 10, 
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aliiiea i, of the Agreement. Transportation of troops, special trains and other 
service prestations should be announced and taken over after notice corresponding 
with their importance, in order to assure their execution without interrupting 
their normal service. 

3rd. It is to be presumed that the civil administrations of the railroads will 
remain in the hands of the German authorities with all the consequences attached 
thereto. 

4th. Under reserve of the requisitions of the High Command of the Allied and 
Associated Armies within the bounds of military exigencies, the German authorities 
shall enjoy full independence concerning the management and the exploitation, 
establishing of time tables and utilization of the stations. The uniform direction 
of the service shall not suffer any interruption at the frontier of occupied territory. 
The employment of the rolling stock, etc., shall be entirely subject to the arrange- 
ments betw'^een the different railroad administrations. 

5th. All the orders and regulations concerning the railroads shall become in- 
effective at the entry into force of the Peace Treaty. The orders and regulations 
formerly in force shall remain so only on condition of having maintained by order 
of the High Commission in accordance with Article 3, or by special order of the 
High Military command, for military needs, in accordance with Article 10. 

6th. The regime of the personal subordinance [sic] of employees and railroad 
help, as w'^ell as the obligations and restrictions I'esulting, shall be abolished. The 
German prescriptions regulating the status of employees and railroad help, their 
professional representations and committees, shall again be effective. 

7th. The German language shall remain official for all service needs, timetables 
and public schedules, etc, 

8th. West-European time shall not be reestablished. 

9th. The maintenance of the complete material shall be interpreted to mean 
that the necessary material shall remain available, without prejudice to the general 
service resulting from an eventual lack of cars and locomotives on account of the 
participation of occupied territories. In the same way, the complete maintenance 
of the civil personnel shall be understood to mean that the number and nature of 
the personnel necessary at a given time shall be ahvays maintained available. 

loth. As to the free transportation of troops, soldiers, officers, and particularly 
the method of controlling orders of transport, it w'ould be fitting to adopt special 
dispositions. A desire is emitted that this control right by the personnel of the 
German trains be recognized. It is considered as agreed that the parents of soldiers 
and officers shall not have the right to free passage. 

iith. The transportation to be effected without charge wall not be considered 
as contracts of transport. For that matter, the transportation of occupation troops 
shall fall within the application of the German prescriptions. Regarding responsi- 
bilities not covered by contract, the German civil law's shall apply to nicmlaers of 
the armies of occupation as w^ell. They shall also be responsible for damages ^vhich 
they might cause to the railroad administrations, whether directly or indirectly. 

r2th. The use of the German telephone and telegi'aph installations, as well as 
the mail service, for railroad needs, shall not be subject to any restrictions. It i.s 
hoped that the railroad lines requisitioned at the present time will be returned to 
the German authorities, insofar as they are not required simultaneously for 
military needs. 

In the same way, -we desire to see the restitution, insofar as po.ssible, of the 
installations and premises requisitioned up to the present time for military needs 

948 



and in view of the fact that these installations and premises are generally indispen- 
sable to the service, that no more requisitions be effected. 

13th, The regulations of reconciliations between the administrations of neigh- 
bouring railroads — in view of the frontier changes — especially the Belgian frontier, 
should be subject to special negotiations. The temporary utilization of the 
Herbesthal station shall also necessitate a special arrangement in case of the 
cession of that station. 

Document 5 
Fifth Note 

Relative to the Navigation Regime in Occupied Territories 

As in the case of the railroads, it shall be necessary to clearly define, concerning 
navigation on the Rhine, the services of a military nature for which this navigation 
may be employed by the orders of the High Command of the Allied and Associated 
troops, and to fully designate the authority which may issue orders of this nature in 
the name of the High Command, in order that the exercise of this right may 
interrupt as little as possible the regular navigation traffic. In the interest of the 
regular functioning of fluvial traffic it would also be advisable to have the orders 
of the High Command addressed to the Directors of the Navigation Companies, 
and not individually to their many subordinate functionaries. I also believe I 
may presume that, as is the case regarding freedom of circulation provided for by 
paragraph 4, the control of the navigation personnel shall be suppressed after the 
entry into force of the agreement regarding Rhenish territories, that is to say that 
the passports, control of merchandise traffic, as well as the restrictions issued con- 
cerning the circulation of merchandise between the right and left banks of the 
Rhine, shall be abolished. It would appear to me that upon the establishment of 
this free traffic, the Interallied Navigation Commission could be dissolved or that, 
at least, this Commission limit the field to its activities to purely military trans- 
portation, having for purpose the assurance of supplies for the Allied troops in 
occupied territory and that the Commission discontinue the intervention which it 
has exercised up to this time regarding the economic and technical conditions of 
Rhine navigation and over the ports on this river. The reestablishment of free 
communication by telegraph and telephone consented to in Par. 2 1 would logically 
entail the right of the Rhine navigation service to use the telephone and telegraphs 
for the needs of their organisms. 


‘i ranslatioji. 


Document 6 


Reply to the five German notes delivered by Mr. Von Lewald^ August yth^ at Verhilles^ 
relative to the Administration of the Occupied Territories 
I. Reply to the Memorandum relative to the Occupation of the left bank of the Rime 

Paragraphs i and 2. Preliminary remarks. — In a general manner the Allied 
and Associated Governments refer to their memorandum of July 29, 1919, replying 
to the two memorandum delivered by the German Government dated July 1 1 
and 12, 1919, on the same question, and to the reservations formulated in the last 
pai'agraph of the reply memorandum. 9 

Paragraph 3. Application of German legislation. — It is understood that the 
High Commission shall exercise its veto right by ordinances with the least delay 
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l>ossi[)lc. To this end, German laws and regulations should be communicated i;o 
the Gommissiori prior to their promulgation. The High Commission reserves at 
ail times the right to suspend the application of a law if circumstances demand it. 
The High Commission shall itself assure the publication of these laws and regula- 
tions in which they should be assisted by the German authorities. 

Paragraph 4. Public liberties and circulation. — Public Liberties; the freedom 
of the press shall be assured in conformity with German Legislation. If a publica- 
tion infringes on the public order or the security of the troops, administrative and 
judiciary punishments shall be exercised in accordance with the provisions of the 
Convention. 

Circulation; circulation shall be free between the occupied and non-occupieci 
territories, but an identification card should be cari'ied by the interested, which 
they shall be obliged to present when requested accoi'ding to conditions fixed Ivy 
the High Commission. The High Commission, furthermore, reserves the right to 
order expulsions justified by the maintenance of public order or the security of 
the troops of occupation. 

Paragraph 5. Institution of an Empire civil Commissaryship. — The Allied and 
Associated Governments refer to their previous reply. The Empire Commissioner 
cannot be officially accepted until after the ratification of the Treaty by three of 
the principal Allied and Associated Powers. 

Paragraph 6. Effectives of the troops of occupation. — The effectives of the 
troops of occupation shall be communicated to the German Government as soon 
as possible. The German Government can attenuate the burden of the occupation 
for the Rhineland population by calling on the resomces in material and supplies 
from the rest of the Empire. 

Paragraph 7. Strength of the police force. — The Allied and Associated Govern- 
ments refer to their previous reply. 

Paragraph 9. Jurisdiction privileges. — The Allied and Associated Governments 
insist on the terms of their previous reply. They do not admit the principle of 
reciprocal amnesty which would favour one or anotlier case of the German 
nationals. They mean to oppose judiciary actions of a nature to disturb the public 
order, in accordance with the terms of the convention and of their above-cited 
reply. On the other hand, they shall examine with favour and in each case the 
remission of sentences pronounced in the course of the Armistice l^y military 
jurisdiction. 

Paragraphs 10, 11, and 12. Legal questions. — The memorandum of the German 
Minister of Justice shall receive a special I'eply. The High Gommi.ssion shall decide 
by ordinance regarding the questions introduced. 

Paragraph 14. Finances. — No objections. 

Paragi’apli iG. Payment of requisitions. — The Allied and A.ssociated. Goveiii- 
ments refer to their previous reply. It is mentioned that the recjuisitions cflectcd 
by the German troops in France and Belgium have not been settled. 

Paragraph 17. Billeting of troops. — ^The High Commission shall make eiforls 
to obtain friendly arrangements with the local authorities for die billeting of 
officers and men. It is pointed out that the German authorities may facilitate 
these ariamgemeuts both by evacuating the population %vhich emigrated to the 
occupied territories in the course of the war, and by calling upon the gciKn'ai 
rcvsoiu'ces of the Empire. 

Paragraph 18. Tax exemptions. — ^The Allied and Associated Governments 
refer to their previous reply, 
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Paragraph 19. Duty questions. — ^The Allied and Associated Governments refer 
to their previous reply. Concerning the Lorraine-Palatinat frontier the German 
authorities ha,ve already laeen invited to establish customs posts on that frontier, 
although it has not yet been officially recognized. 

Paragraph 20. Railroads. — The note remitted by the German Delegation calls 
for a special repiy.^^ 

Paragraph 21. Telegraph and Mail Service. — The Allied and Associated 
Governments refer to their previous reply, 

Paragi’aph 24. Orders for military authorities. — The High Commission has 
full and exclusive competence in the regulation of this question. 

Paragraph 25. Persons expelled. 

Paragraph 28, Authorities of the Governments of the federated States. 

Paragraph 29. Functionaries. 

Paragraph 32. Requisitions. — The Allied and Associated Governments refer 
to their previous reply and to paragraph 4 of the present reply. 

The occupied territories must aid in the feeding and other needs of the troops of 
occupation. The German Government should, in order to pi'event the requisition- 
ing of supplies and fodder, examine the participation of the resources of the entire 
Empire with a view to satisfying the needs of the troops of occupation. 

Special Questions 

I St. Preparatory labours of the High Commission. — The Commission on Rhine- 
land tei'ritories, operating at the present time, is preparing the labours of the High 
Commission which shall commence operation only on the entry into force of the 
Peace Treaty. It may enter into unofficial relations with the Empire Commissioner. 

2nd. Distribution of Coal. — A special reply has been addressed to the German 
Government on this question. 


Document 7 

//. Reply to the Letter of the German Peace Delegation relative to the Installation of the 
German Imperial High Commissioner 

The Interallied Commission on Rhineland territories has constituted a Com- 
mittee directed, in accord with the American Command, to proceed to a complete 
revision of the cantonments in Coblenz, The Bui'gomaster of Coblenz represents 
German authority. 

A personal lodging and office accommodations shall be provided for the German 
Imperial Commissioner, when those of the High Allied Commissioners shall have 
been determined. The consent of the Marshal of France, Gommander-iii-Chief 
of the Allied and Associated Armies, is not necessary. 


Translation. 


Document 8 


III. Reply to the Note of the German Peace Delegation, A.D.H.J.PL No. 13561, relative fa the 
Interpretation of the Agreement coricerning the Military Occupation of the Rhenish Territories. 

I. As regards paragraph i of the German note: 

‘The Allied and Associated Governments agree with the German Government 
for the interpretation which it proposes. Article 3 of the agreement concerns ail 
the tribunals.’ 

See (jQcument 9 in this appendix. 
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2. As regards the first alinea of paragraph 2, there is nothing to add to the text 
of the memorandum already transmitted. 

As regards the second alinea, it is a question of a regulation of detail which shall 
be the subject of an ulterior examination of the High Commission. 

3. Paragraph 3, as well as paragraph 4, cannot be favourably received. 

4. As regards paragraph 5 ; 

(a) The officers mentioned in article 4 of the agreements are the officers 
whose juridical competence is defined by the regulations of the various armies of 
occupation. 

(b) The Allied and Associated Governments have no objections to the trying by 
the tribunals of the non-occupied parts of Germany of the delinquents already on 
trial before those tribunals, after the closing of the procedure before the tribunals 
of the armies of occupation. However, the guilty party must serve his term in the 
occupied territories if the heaviest condemnation has been pronounced by the 
Allied or German judiciary tribunals of said territories. 

Document 9 

IV. Answer to the German Note relative to the Control of the Railroads in the Occupied 
Territories. 

I , General use of the Railroads. — It is understood that the Allied and Associated 
authorities shall take all measures so that the railroads be, as the German note 
asks, in a position to satisfy the economic interests of the occupied territories, in a 
measure compatible with military exigencies. 

a. Organs of transmission of the orders of the High Command. — As it is proposed in 
the German note, the orders of the Allied High Command shall be transmitted 
to the railroad administration by a single special Organ. 

The Interallied Commission on Field Railroads is competent to fill that function. 
Subcommissions of the system and the military organs empowered by it to that 
effect shall facilitate the accomplishment of that task. 

The Commission has with it a Gei-man delegate to whom instructions are 
transmitted. 

That Organization corresponds to the organization of the Allied railroads in 
time of peace. 

The Interallied subcommissions on field railroads act as the Linien Komtnandantar 
[jzV] considered by the German note. 

3. Civil administration of railroads. — It is understood that the civil administration 
of railroads shall be exercised by the German authorities witli the reservations 
provided for by Article 10 of the agreement of June 28. 

4. Exploitation. — With the same reservation, it is understood that the German 
authorities shall have full liberty as far as the exploitation of the systems is concerned. 
However, in execution of alinea 2 of article 10, the Commission of Interallied 
Railroads shall be in a position to control at any time that the necessary personnel 
and material for the upkeep and the exploitation of all lines of communication arc 
maintained in full in the occupied territories. 

5. Orders and regulations. — It is understood, as the German note rcc|aests, that 
the orders and regulations concerning the railx’oads and emanating from the 
Command shall be maintained by decree of the High Commission, in contorniity 
with article 3 of the agreement, or by express order of the High Militar)r Command 
for the military needs, in conformity with article 10. 



6. Subordination of the personnel to the orders of the Commander-in-Chief- — The German 
regulations concerning the situation of the employees and workmen of the railroads, 
as well as their professional representation and the committees shall be made valid 
under the reservation of the right of previous examination by the Interallied High 
Commission, as it was provided for all the laws and regulations in occupied 
territories. However, the Interallied Commission on field railroads, in application 
of alinea i of article lo, and to insure the execution of the orders of the High 
Command can pronounce or cause on the part of the German authorities any 
useful sanctions. It pertains, however, to the High Commission, in execution of 
Article 5 of the agreement, to pronounce the revocations and expulsions which 
are recognized as necessary. 

It shall notably be necessary to report without delay to the Interallied Com- 
mission on Field Railways all incidents of a nature to disturb the exploitation such 
as: agitation among the personnel, attempts to .strike, etc. 

7. German language. — It is understood that the German language shall remain 
the official language for the needs of the German civil services. For military orders, 
the rules now in force shall be followed. 

The documents informing the public of the schedules for passenger trains and 
the conditions for the transportation of merchandise shall be drawn up in three 
languages ; French, English and German. 

8 . Western Europe Time. — ^That question shall be regulated later by the High 
Commission after examination of the High Command’s proposals by reason of the 
eventual necessities of troop movements concerning the ensemble of the systems 
in Allied and in occupied countries. 

9. Full Maintenance of the personnel and material. — Article 10 provides formally 
that by reason of military needs and the necessity of eventual troop movements, 
the material and the personnel must be maintained in full for the upkeep and the 
exploitation of all the lines of communication in the occupied territories. 

The request contained in the German notes and tending to make use of the 
material to remedy the shortage of cars and locomotives in the non-occupied 
territories cannot be accepted. 

Changes in personnel are subordinated to the observation of the general rules 
edicted on the subject by the High Commission for the other administrative 
personnel of the other occupied territories. 

10. Free transportation of troops. — That cj[uestion shall be the subject of the regula- 
tions by the High Commission upon proposals of the High Command. 

The exemption shall apply to transportation with a regular order of transporta- 
tion, including the transportation of the families of the soldiers and officers and 
that of the men on leave belonging to the corps of occupation, in conformity with 
tlie regulations of the various Allied Armies. 

1 1 . Responsibil ity of the railroad administration as regards transportation. — The responsi- 

bility of the German administrations as regards transportation cannot be affected 
by tile fact that the transportation is made free of charge, since the agi'ecment of 
June 25, igi6 ? June 28, 1 91 8 ?i 3 is in itself a contract. . 

Th.at rule, however, is that observed in similar cases on the Allied systems in 
spite of the reductions and special tariffs of military transportation. 

12. Use of the telephone and telegraph installation and requisitioned buildings. — The 
High Command shall examine, according to the request contained in the German 
note, how the utilization of the lines and buildings now I'equisitioned can foe 

^3 Thus in original. 
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regulated for the best of the interests of the civii service and the needs of the annic^s 
of occupation, 

13. Rectification of frontiers. — Special agreements shall be made as requested in 
the German note. 


Document 10 

F. Answer to the German Mote relative to the Mavigation System in the Occupied 
Territories. 

The Allied and Associated Governments refer to llicii* answer to flie fh'rinau 
note relative to railroads, 

1. Use of waterways. — It is understood that the military authorities shall take 
the necessary measures so that the use of the waterways of military needs disturb 
as little as possible the economic traffic. 

2. Transmission of the orders of the High Command. — As the German note, requests, 
a single organ shall be charged with the transmission of the orders of the High 
Command. The Interallied Commission on Navigation shall be charged with that 
function. Its functioning and its organs are similar to those provided ibr tlie Inter- 
allied Commission on held railroads. 

3. Mavigation personnel. — Same remarks as for the I'ihlroad personnel. 

4. Restrictions enacted concerning the circulation of merchandise between the left and the 
right banks of the Rhine. It is understood that these restrictions arc abolished. 

5. Function of the Mavigation Commission. — It is iiuclerstood that the Navigation 
Commission shall not have to intervene in the economic traffic. However, it shall 
have to supervise the execution of the provisions of article lo of the agreement. 

6. Use of telegraph and telephone line. — Same remarks as for the lines affected to the 
railroad service. 


Appendix G to No. 73 
Meniorandtini .mbmitted by the British Delegation 
Amended Version'-'^ 

By the terms of the Armistice Convention signed at 'I’rcvcs in Januaiq^, 1919. 
Germany agreed to place the whole German Alcrchant Meet nnder ihc control 
and under the flags of the Allied Povv’ers. 

The 'Johann-Burchard’, ‘William Oswald’, ‘Brauns[cjhwcig’, ‘Dcnderah’ and 
‘Nassau’ have not been delivered. All except the ‘CSsw-ald’ arc ready for sea. 
Continued demands hav-c been made by the Allied Naval Armistice Commission 
to the .President of tlie German Armistice Commission lo surrender tlie.sc vessels. 
These demands were simply ignored and remained unanswered until quite recomly 
when Admiral Goette stated that the ships, having been sold in iqifj-iqifi Ijv tlie 
Plambiirg-Amerika Line and Kosmos Line to Dutch Shipping Companies, wtu'c 
consequently not German but Dutch ships. 

In fact, these sltips were, withoutquestion, originally built for German companic^s 
and were German property. Their transfer admittedly did not take place until 

Note in original; ‘The last paragraph of the original version has been altered.’ 



considerably after the outbreak of hostilities. The Germans as well as the Dutch 
were already well aware that this transfer was invalid, as the ships have not in fact 
dared to put out to sea in view of the certainty of their capture by the Allies. 

The impression gained by the naval officer who inspected the vessels on behalf 
of the Interallied Armistice Commission is that the Germans fully realise that the 
ships would have to be surrendered under the Peace Treaty. They hoped to be 
able to evade their obligation by supporting the Dutch claim and handing over 
the ships to the Dutch before the ratification of the Treaty of Peace. 

The German contention, if accepted, would amount to the recognition of the 
right to transfer the property in these belligerent vessels to a neutral after the out- 
break of hostilities. It is a contention which is not accepted by the Allied Powers. 

The substance of the Allied view was brought to the attention of the Neutral 
Governments by a circular dated .November 7th, 1918, issued by the British 
Government, in which it was recalled that no transfer of enemy tonnage during 
or after the War to neutral flags or ownership would, except by special consent, 
be recognized before the final conclusion of Peace. 

This view has been finally endorsed and confirmed by all the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers in virtue of the express stipulation of the Treaty of Peace. Under 
the head of Reparations, Annex 3, Section 7, it is provided that: — 

‘Germany agrees to take any measures that may be indicated to her by the 
Reparations Commission for obtaining full title to the property in all ships which 
have during the war been transferred, or are in process of transfer to neutral flags 
without the consent of the Allied and Associated Powers.’ 

It is thus definitely established by common agreement between the Allied and 
Associated Powers and Germany that German vessels transferred to a neutral flag 
during the war without Allied consent must be regarded as German vessels. The 
obligation on the part of the German Government to deliver them up under the 
terms of the Armistice cannot therefore be called in question. The Germans are 
perfectly well aware of this and they are only having recourse to a transparent 
subterfuge in order to escape the obligations imposed upon them by the Armistice 
and by the Peace Treaty to hand over the vessels. 

In these circumstances it is suggested that instructions be given to the Armistice 
Commission to require the German Government to hand over the ships without 
further delay. 

October 10, igig. 

Appendix E to No. 73 
Mote by the British Delegation 

Sale by the German Government to Sweden of Aerial Material 

On August 22nd Marshal Foch, acting under the instructions of the Supreme 
Council, sent a telegram to General Nudant for transmission to the German 
Government, forbidding the sale or export of German aircraft and aircraft 
material. 

On September 30th as a result of further infringements of the Air Glauses of the 
Peace Treaty, the Supreme Council instructed Marshal Focii to send a further 
telegram to the same effect, adding that the German Government would be 

*5 See No. 41, appendix C. 
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required to hand over to the Allies the proceeds of all sales already maded^ This 
telegram was despatched on the same date. 

Information has now been received to the effect that early in September a 
Swede by the name of Mr. Ranft was arranging to purchase 30 aeroplanes in 
Germany and was placing other orders for aircraft in Germany, also that the 
AutofesseIshcaft[?Autogeselischaft] had in Berlin offered the Swedish Army two 
German aeroplanes as a gift and had requested permission for aeroplanes to be 
down from Germany to Stockholm. 

In order to put a stop to these transactions and to prevent further infringements 
of the Air Glauses the following resolution is proposed. . . 

October 7, igig. 

See No. 67, minute 2. 

I’ The proposed resolution comprised the two clauses approved by the Supreme Council: 
see minute 9 above. 


NOo 74 

H. D. 70.] Motes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers held in M. PichoFs Room at the Qiiai d’Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, 

October 15, 19^9, ett 10.90 a.m. 

Present: U.S.A.-. Mr. F. L. Polk; secretary, Mr. A. W. Dulles. 

British Empire'. Sir Eyre Crowe; secretary, Mr. H. Norman. 

France-. M. Pichon; secretaries, M. Dutasta, M. de St. Qiientin. 

Italy: M, Scialoja; secretary, M. Barone Russo. 

Japan: M. Matsui; secretary, M. Kawai. 

Joint Secretariat: U.S.A.: Mr. G, Russell. British Empire: Gapt. 

Hinchley-Gooke. France: M. Massigli. Italy: M. Zanchi. 
Interpreter: M. Mantoux. 

The following were also present for the items in which they were concerned : 

U.S.A. : General Bliss, Mr. E. L, Dresel, Major Tyler, Captain Gordon. 
British Empire : General Sackville-West, Lt.-Gol. Kisch, Mr, Carr, Captain 
Fuller, Commandant Dunne, Mr. Shearman. 

France: Mai'shal Eoch, M. Loucheur, General Weygand, M. Laroche, 
General Le Rond, M, Fromageot, M. Escoffier. 

Italy: General Gavallero, M. Brambilla, M. Vannutelli-Rey, M. Piiotti. 
Japan: M. Shigemitsu, M. Nagaoka. 

I . (The Council had before it a draft note addressed to the German Govern- 

^ meiit to be communicated by the Allied Naval Armistice 

Gavermnent relative to Commission (see Appendix A). This note was prepared 
German Ships irans- by the British Delegation.) 

Jerred during the War giR Eyre Growe said that pursuant to his instructions 
from the Supreme Council in the preceding meeting the 
British Delegation had prepared a draft note to be sent to 
the President of the German Naval Armistice Commission. The principles 
enunciated in this note had already been approved by the Council at its 
preceding meeting. 
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M. Loucheur said that the French Delegation did not agree to our 
demand being based on the terms of the Armistice, as the Armistice would 
cease to be operative in a few days. The Reparation Commission, and not 
the Armistice Commission, would have to take possession of these vessels. 
He therefore thought that it would not be well to act on the basis of the 
Armistice. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that we were still subject to the terms of the 
Armistice; the only proper procedure therefore was that proposed by 
him. 

M. Loucheur said that, assuming that on the day when our note would 
reach Germany the Peace Treaty should already have become operative, the 
Reparation Commission alone would then be qualified to take possession of 
the vessels. He proposed to add a paragraph to the effect that if when our 
demands should be met the Peace Treaty had become operative the Repara- 
tions Commission would take possession of the vessels. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that the matter had dragged on long enough and 
that it was important to settle our difference with the Dutch Government as 
soon as possible. He feared that the draft proposed by M. Loucheur would 
be apt to result in the Germans doing nothing. We should inform^'them of 
the reasons upon which our claim is based and that it is formulated by virtue 
of the terms of the Armistice. Moreover, he found no difficulty in admitting 
that if our note should not arrive until such time as the Armistice would 
cease to be operative, the Reparations Commission would take the matter in 
hand. 

M. Loucheur said that he could accept the terms of Sir Eyre Crowe’s 
note as far as the Germans were concerned, but as regards relations between 
Allies he could not admit that it should be specified that the vessels should be 
delivered to the Armistice Commission. At least he could only admit this on 
one condition; to wit, that it should be clearly understood that if, at the time 
of the delivery of the vessels, the Peace Treaty should be operative the 
Reparation Commission would take possession thereof. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

Mr. Polk also agreed. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that a question of form still remained to be settled. 
It seemed to him desirable that the note should be published and a copy 
thereof be delivered to Baron von Lersner. 

(It. was decided: 

(1) to accept the draft Note to be transmitted to the German Govern- 

ment through the intermediary of the Naval Armistice Com mission, 
prepared by the British Delegation ; 

(2] that in the event of the Treaty of Peace coming into force before the 

delivery of the ships in question, the Reparation Commission should 
be charged wdth taking possession of them.) 

(It was further decided: to publish the Note and transmit a copy to Baron 
von Lersner.) 
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2. Sir Eyre Growe stated that the British Naval Representative had 
received a telegram from the Commander of the naval forces 
Sumtion tn ihe Riga, According to this telegram the Gom- 

atic wvinces naval forces had ordered the Germans to 

evacuate the Dvina front before noon of October 15th, failing which he 
would open fire on them. The Council was evidently face to face with a 
fait accompli in view of the fact that this ultimatum had actually been sent. 
The British Admiralty wished to know the views of the Supreme Council in 
this respect. The situation was evidently abnormal inasmuch as there was 
no definite information as to what had taken place and as to what the Ger- 
mans had done.’' According to the latest British information the Letts were 
still holding out in Rigaj but no one knew how long tliey could resist. 

Marshal Foch said that he knew the situation of the Letts and Esthonians 
as well as one could know it from Paris^ but that it was diflicult to tell from 


here what should be done. 

M. PiGHON stated that it seemed to him that the Council should confine 
itself to taking note of this communication; it should consider that the 
officers on the spot had taken the necessary measures. 

Marshal Fogh stated that he desired to call the attention of the Council 
to the great importance of the Allied and Associated Powers being repre- 
sented at Berlin or at Riga by a General Officer, whom it had already been 
proposed to the German Government to send.^ The departure of this 
officer should be hastened. 

M. PiGHON stated that according to the telegram which he had received 
that morning the National Assembly would that day take action on the 
reply to be made to our note. As soon as this answer was received measures 
would have to be taken and our representative would have to be sent. 

Marshal Foch stated that this representative should have instructions 
from the Council defining the attitude which he should adopt toward the 
German Government, 


3. (The Council had before it a note from the Committees on Polish and on 
Occupation of Baltic Affairs, drafted at a joint meeting, relative to the mili- 
Dantzig and Alemel tary occupation of Dantzig and Memel. (See Appendix B.) 3 ) 
M. Laroghe read and commented on the note of these Committees and 
directed the attention of the Council to the last paragraph of this note 
respecting MemcL*^ It seemed to the Committees, sitting in joint session, 

r For the situation in Latvia see Vol. Ill of this series. 

2 See No. 71, minute 4 and appendix D, 

Not: printed. The recommendations in this undated note were as summarized by 
M. Laroche. 

The note stated that ‘a.s regards Memel, the Commission considers that the territory 
should be occupied by Interallied troops until such time as its linal di.sposition sliail be 
definitely fixed by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers’ liul proposed in the last 
paragraph that ‘the local administration will continue to function, subject to powers 
conferred lapon the commander of the forces of occupation, under international law', for the 
maintenance of order.’ 
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that it was not proper to interfere with local administrative functions in 
view of the uncertainty of the future fate of Memel. Therefore it had seemed 
advisable to specify that the Commanding Officer of the forces of Occupa- 
tion should only have such powers as would be conferred upon him by 
International Law with a view to the maintenance of order. When the 


Commission had settled upon a battalion and a half of infantry, a squadron 
of cavalry and a machine gun section — a total of about 1,700 men — as the 
strength of the forces for the occupation of Memel, it had taken a strictly 
local point of view. It had not thought itself qualified to consider the ques- 
tion raised by virtue of the presence of German forces in the Baltic provinces. 
The Allied High Command would be competent to reinforce the troops of 
occupation if it should deem it necessary in view of the actual situation 
existing in the neighbouring territory. 

With respect to Dantzig, the situation was different. There was no 
question in that case of a plebiscite region, and forces of occupation had not 
been provided for by the Peace Treaty. The Allied Powers were only to 
send a delimitation commission there at first; the League of Nations was to 
appoint the High Commissioner. In view of this situation the Supreme 
Council some time ago, on the motion of the Committee on the Execution 
of the Treaty, decided to send an administrative commissioner to Dantzig, 
but in the actual state of affairs no one was able to say whether it was 
necessary to send troops there. 

In order to solve the difficulty therefore, the Council had adopted the 
following expedient : in its last session it decided to send troops to Allensteiii 
and Marienwerder.s A base at Dantzig was necessary for the supply of 
these troops and this base would have to be strong enough to insure its own 
safety. It was only in this manner and on such grounds that troops could be 
sent to Dantzig at once, but the troops at this base were not to interfere to 
maintain public order in the free city itself unless commanded to do so by the 
High Commissioner of the League of Nations. However, if trouble should 
break out before the High Commissioner’s arrival, the Administrative 


Commissioner could bring to the attention of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers the necessity of occupying Dantzig with Interallied 
forces. In such a contingency the base troops could be used for police duties 
in the city. 

(It was decided: to accept the proposal made by the Commission on 
Polish Affairs and the Commission on Baltic Affairs in regard to the 
occupation of Dantzig and Memel.) 

4. Marshal Fogh observed that as the Council now had a more or less 
solid base on which to work, he wished to revert to his 
S/wS-? of ®^^S8‘sstion made the previous session; to wit, that a commis- 
' ' composed of military and diplomatic representatives 

must be formed for determining the composition of forces 

of occupation. 

s See No, 73, minute 5. 



M. PiGHON said that he did not see the necessity for appointing diplomatic 
representatives; he thought it would suffice if Marshal Foch should assemble 
the Military Representatives. 

Marshal Foch dissented and said that the point which he always found 
troublesome was above all the question of Upper Silesia. He wished to 
know to what extent the British Government was disposed to take part in the 
occupation of this region. 

Sir Eyre Crowe said that he did not minimize the importance of the 
question of Upper Silesia, but it seemed to him that the question of Allen- 
stein, for instance, was of equal importance and that all similar problems 
should be considered together. 

General Weygand wished to insist on the appointment of diplomatic 
representatives. He felt that if the Allied and Associated Powers were to let 
themselves be guided by purely military considerations they would, for 
instance, be tempted to have the same corps occupy Upper Silesia and the 
Duchy of Teschen; if this were done, however, he thought it would contra- 
vene the spirit of the Treaty. Similarly, they might think of grouping under 
the same command the forces of occupation of Allenstein and Marienwerder ; 
whereas, politically, the situation of these regions was entirely different. 

M. PiGHON agreed with this opinion and thought that each of the Allied 
Powers could designate a diplomatic representative to be attached to the 
military representatives. He designated M. Laroche. 

(It was decided : that Marshal Foch, together with the Military Representa- 
tives of the Allied and Associated Powers, with whom diplomatic 
representatives of these Powers might collaborate, should study the ques- 
tion of the Interallied forces which should occupy the districts wldch, 
under the terms of the Treaty of Peace, were to he or might he occupied 
by Interallied forces, and that these representatives should submit their 
proposals to the Supreme Council at the earliest possible opportunity.) 

5 ' 

Organization of Com- inted] 

missions of Delimitation 

^ The Supreme Council considered (i) a note dated October G, 1919, from the Com- 
mission on the Execution of the Clauses of the Treaty of Peace witli Germany (appendix G 
in original) recommending the prompt designation, appropriate eomposilion and early 
meeting in Paris of the several comrnission.s for the delimitation of the new frontiers of 
Germany and Austria in accordance with the terms of the treaties of peace: (ii) a set oi‘ 
draft instructions to the commissions of delimitation (appendix D in original) as regards 
oi-ganisation, procedure, administration and technical matters. After discussion the 
Supreme Council approved both documents ‘with the reservation that Sir Eyre Crowe 
should request the agreement of the British Cjovernment to the opinion, expressed Iw the 
four other Delegations, that the members of the Commissions of Delimitation sbouki be 
paid by their respective Governments.’ During the preceding discussion Sir Eyre Groove 
had ^stated that the British Government was still of the opinion that according to the terms 
of the Peace Treaty, all charges arising out of delimitations should be borne by the interested 
parties and not by Allied countries. This was a question of principle and tiic payment of 
these salaries was one of these charges. If this point of view were not admitted, the matter 
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6. (The Council had before it a note from the French (jated the 

13th October, 1919. (See Appendix E.)) 

2“ Wto nwi M. Laroche desired to call the attentior , Council 

to the importance of not proceeding to the d of ratifica- 

tions before being assured that the coming into force of tJ_^g Treaty would 
find the Allied and Associated Powers prepared. The^^C^gnimittee on the 
Execution of the Treaty could be instructed to draw up a list 

of the measures which have to be taken during^^i^g first weeks following the 
taking effect of the Treaty, as well as the Corj^j^jgg^Qj^g appointed, and 
to ask each Government if it had prepar^^ the nominations which it had to 
make under the Treaty. ' 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that ho agreed fully to what M. Laroche had 
suggested, and added that he.-clesired to take advantage of the presence of 
Marshal Foch to submit even more general question. He wished to ask 
if the Allied ancLAsseciated Powers were inclined to substitute the means of 
^tiqii -giveh'l;) the Treaty of Peace for those obtaining under the Armistice. 
He thought that they should particularly ask themselves in view of the 
situation now existent in the Baltic Provinces, whether it would be to the 
interest of the Allied and Associated Powers to ratify the Treaty. There was 
no doubt that this ratification would deprive them of weapons which the 
Armistice gave them. At the present moment German ships could be 
stopped in the Baltic; this could no longer be done were the Treaty in effect. 
If more energetic action in the Baltic Provinces became necessary, were they 
better armed by virtue of the Treaty or of the Armistice? He recognized 
that the question had two sides; thus the use of Polish troops in the Baltic 
Provinces had formerly been opposed for fear that their use might have 
unfortunate results with respect to Upper Silesia and might cause new 
disturbances in the coal districts, The Allied occupation of Upper Silesia 
prescribed by the Treaty would obviate that difficulty. A problem was here 
presented which should be carefully studied. 

Marshal Foch stated that he agreed with Sir Eyre Crowe. 

(It was decided; 

that the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty should be requested 
( 1 ) to submit to the Council at the earliest possible opportunity a list of 
the measures to be taken by the Allied and Associated Powers in 
the first weeks following the entry of the Treaty into force, together 
with a list of the Commissions to be appointed in these first weeks ; 

■would ]ia\'e to be taken to Parliament, as a fiscal measure was involved,’ Genera] Le Rond 
stated that the other four delegations did not agree with this British interpretation of the 
treaty and ‘M. Pichon observed that the French delegation had to take account of the fact 
tfial all additional expenses imposed upon German-y diminished by so much the amount 
remaining available for reparations. France being the country most interested in this 
question, since she had suffered the most in the war, felt that Germany should be charged 
•vvitl-j as few expenses of this kind as possible. If Sir Eyre Crowe were right in using the 
parliamentary argument, the French were also justified in doing so,’ 

7 See No, 59, minute i and appendix A. 
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(2) to notify tile Supreme Council as soon as possible of the steps taken 

by ttf e Allied and Associated Governments and those which remain 
to be Itaken, in view of the entry of the Treaty into force, pointing 
out thi'.ose measures which these Governments were not in a position 
to takei immediately; 

(3) to compp ire the value under present conditions of the means of action 

placed a\t ^the disposal of the Allied and Associated Powers by the 
Treaty of VersaoiUes with those nov/ available to them by virtue of 
the terms of the Ari.?iiistice.) 

7. (The Council had before it a\:aiote from the General Secretariat of the 
Peace Conference (see Appendix F).) 

Commented upon the note of the 
Covenant of the General Secretariat. The qu.estion of adhering to the 

League of Nations Covenant of the League of Nations .-vas especially important 
with respect to Spain, inasmuch as she was a of the 

Council of the League of Nations and the latter had immediately to maxc a 
large number of decisions. If Spain were given two months to signify her 
adhesion to the Covenant she would not be able to take part in the meetings 
of the Council, or at least she could not take part in the deliberations which 
would have to take place immediately. 

M. PiCHON remarked that Spain had already indicated that she would 
adhere to the Covenant. 

M. Fromageot pointed out that she had only done so unofficially ; in order 
to avoid all difficulty it was necessary that as soon as Spain had received the 
official invitation addressed to her she should immediately signify her 
adhesion. With respect to the other neutral Powers, it was equally urgent 
that their adhesion should be obtained as soon as possible. Two methods of 
procedure might be used: first, either the Minister of. Foreign Affairs should 
deliver to the heads of the diplomatic missions of the interested Govern- 
ments in Paris a certified copy of the Treaty of Versailles, notifying them of 
the date of the coming into force of the Treaty; the neutral states would have 
a two months period within which to signify their adhesion to the Covenant 
by a declaration addressed to the General Secretary of the League of Nations. 
Or, secondly, the President of the Peace Conference should telegra.ph the 
heads of the various neutral Governments in question, while at the same 
dme a certified copy of the Treaty of \'^ersailles should be delivered to the 
heads of their diplomatic missions in Paris. The second jjroccdure seemed 
to him .less practical. 

Sir Eyre Crowe suggested that both methods might be employed at tlie 
same time. 

M. Fromageot agreed. He desired to insist upon the fact that a certified 
copy of the whole Treaty of Versailles, and not only a copy of the Covenant 
of the League, should be transmitted. Indeed, the Treaty in its different 
parts contained a. scries of measures to be taken by the Council of tlie League 
of Nations. In accepting membership in the League the Governments in 
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question would have to take note of and must accept all obligations arising 
out of the Treaty. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed. 

(It was decided; 

(1) that the neutral States which, under the terms of the Annex to the 

Covenant of the League of Nations were to he invited to agree to 
the Covenant, should he informed ojSicially of the contents of the 
Covenant and the obligations of the League of Nations relative to 
the execution of the Treaty of Peace ; 

(2) that these States should he notified of the entry of the Treaty into 

force, as soon after such entry as possible.) 

(It was also decided : that these two notifications should be made at the same 
time by the French Minister of Foreign Affairs, acting under the authority 
of the Supreme Council, to the Chiefs of the diplomatic missions in Paris of 
the Governments interested, and by a telegram from the President of the 
Conference to the Heads of the neutral Governments interested. A certified 
copy of the Treaty should be transmitted to the Representatives of the 
neutral Governments at Paris.) 

8. Sir Eyre Crowe said that the Council of the League of Nations must 
immediately after the coming into force of the Treaty formu- 
^°mndfoTthe ^ complete series of measm'es to be taken. The President 

League of Mtions United States must call this Council. Gould he do it 

^ before the Treaty had been ratified by the American Senate? 

Mr. Polk stated that the question had already been settled at the meeting 
of the Supreme Council of the 15th September (h. d. 53)®. It had been 
agreed that he should suggest to President Wilson the calling of the Council 
of the League for a meeting which could be devoted entirely to the considera- 
tion of questions demanding the action of the Council a short time after the 
coming into force of the Treaty. He thought that he could obtain a formal 
assurance to this effect. He added that he would welcome any suggestions 
which the Drafting Committee might deem opportune. 

Sir Eyre Crowe stated that before the coming into force of the Treaty 
there should be no doubt on the point of President Wilson’s calling the 
Council. Otherwise, everything would remain unsettled. 

Mr. Polk said that he would immediately communicate with Wash- 
ington. 

M. Fromageot called the attention of the Council to the very delicate 
situation which the coming into force of the Treaty would create at Daiuzig, 
M!emel and in the Sarre Basin. The day the Treaty would come into force 
Germany would lose all authority in these districts. If trouble should arise 
tlie Allied and Associated Powers would be entirely responsible. 

Sir Eyre Crowe observed that the League of Nations should begin 
to opei’ate and formulate decisions the very day of the coming into fierce of 
the Treaty. He would almost say that the minutes of the first meeting of the 

? No. 57 (minute 9). 
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Council should be drawn up beforehand. He suggested that the Secretary 
General of the League of Nations should now be notified of the questions on 
which the Council would immediately have to take decisions. 

M. Esgoffier said that the Secretariat of the League of Nations had itself 
to be confirmed by the Supreme Council. 

M. Mantoux observed that this was not true of the Secretary General, 
who was designated by the Treaty. 

(It was decided : 

(1) that Mr. Polk should obtain an assurance from Washington, that, 

without awaiting the ratification of the Treaty of Peace by the 
United States Senate, President Wilson would convoke the Council 
of the League of Nations for a meeting, which should be held in 
Europe ; 

( 2 ) that the Secretary General of the League of Nations should, at the 

present time, be notified unofficially by the Secretariat General of 
the Peace Conference of the questions which, upon the entry of the 
Treaty of Peace into force, %vouid require immediate action by 
the Council of the League of Nations.) 

9. (The Council had before it a note from the Secretariat General of the 
Peace Conference, dated 14th October, 1919. (See Appen- 
Wearing of Uniform dix G).) 

VtemUilTMbdom^ M. PiCHON commented briefly on this note of the 
of Control in Germany General. He remarked that in the opinion of 

the French Delegation there was no possible analogy be- 
tween the position of members of the Commissions of Control and Military 
Attaches. Moreover, Military Attaches wear the uniform when on duty and 
officers of Commissions of Control are always on duty. The French Govern- 
ment was entirely opposed to the personnel of these Commissions of Control 
being obliged to wear civilian clothing. Moreover, among this military 
personnel there were noncommissioned officers and men. If they were 
obliged to wear civilian clothing difiiculties would arise. There was no inten- 
tion of riding roughshod over German prejudices or of abusing our victory; 
nevertheless, Germany must accustom herself to the idea that she was 
beaten. Allied officers in Germany have a definite military mission to lultil. 
They cannot be expected to wear civilian dress in the execution of their 
duties. 

Sir Eyre Crowe agreed entirely with M. Pichon. He added that in his 
mind there was no doubt that the German demand was not aimed at pre- 
venting possible friction alone. It was a question of something more. "Who- 
ever knew Germany knew that a man in uniform is far more respected than 
a civilian. The idea of the Germans was to diminish tlie prestige of Allied 
officers. 

(It was decided not to grant the wish expressed by the German Govern- 
ment that, upon the entry into force of the Treaty of Peace, the members 
of the Interallied Missions of Control should wear civilian clothing.) 
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10. (The Council had before it a draft note addressed to the German 
Delegation, prepared by the Committee on the Execution of 
Reply to the Note of the Treaty (see Appendix H), in reply to the note of the 
German Delegation prepared at Versailles 22 iid Septem- 
Districi of Memel ^ 9 ^ 9 *)^ 

General Le Rond read and commented briefly upon the 
note of the Committee on the Execution of the Treaty. 

(It was decided ; to accept the draft reply to the Note of the German 
Delegation respecting the District of Memel, prepared by the Committee 
on the Execution of the Treaty. (See Appendix H).) 

(The meeting then adjourned.) 

Hotel de Crillon, Paris, 

October igig. 


x^PPENDIX A TO No, 74 

Draft Note from the Supreme Council to the Allied Naval Armistice Commission for 
communication to the President of the German Armistice Commission 

PARIS, jg October jgig. 

You are requested to transmit the following note to the German Government 
on behalf of the Supreme Council of the Allied and Associated Powers, with as 
little delay as possible. 

By the terms of the Armistice Convention signed at Treves in January, 1919, 
Germany agreed to place the whole of the German merchant fleet under the 
control and under the flag of the Allied and Associated Pow’ers. 

In particular five vessels, namely the ‘Johann Heimich Burchard’, ‘William 
Oswald^ ‘Braunschweig’, ‘Denderah’ and ‘Nassau’ have not been delivered on the 
pretext that these ships, having been sold in 1915-1916 by the Hamburg-Amerika 

« This German note, addressed to M. Cleinenceau and dated from Versailles on Sep- 
tember 22, 1919, read as follows in translation: 

‘Sir, Representatives of the Memel territory — which, according to Section X, Part III. 
of the 'Treaty of Peace, is to be handed over to the principal Allied and Associated 
Powers — ha\’e repeatedly petitioned the German Government to obtain an early decision 
as to their future political and international fate. 

‘While the overwhelming majority of the population desires no change in the present 
state of affairs, ljut claims that the people themselves must in any case decide their own 
national status according to the principle of self-determination, all inhabitants of the 
Memel territory find the present state of uncertainty both troublesome and harmful. 
‘The economic life of a territory dependent on active trade suffers greatly; enterprise is 
weakened; national and social differences become more acute. The Government itself 
is faced by considerable technical and administrative difficulties arising out of this state 
of affairs. 

‘All these disadvantages would be removed if the principal Allied and /kssociated 
Pow't.'rs adopted as soon as possible a policy with i-egard to the Memel territory which 
look the wishes of the population into account. 

Accept, etc. 

Baron von Lersner’. 
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Line and Kosmos Line to Dutch Shipping Companies, were consequently no L 
Gei'man but Dutch ships. 

The German Government have been repeatedly informed, through the President 
of the Allied Naval Armistice Commission, that the Allied and Associated Powers 
do not recognise any transfer of enemy tonnage to neutral flags or ownership 
during the war, except by special consent. 

Under the head of Reparation, Annex 3, Section 7, in the Treaty of Peace, it is 
provided that; — 


Germany agrees to take any measures that may be indicated to her by the 
Reparation Commission for obtaining the full title to the property in all ships 
which have during the war been transferred, or are in process of transfer, to 
neutral flags, without the consent of the Allied and Associated Governments. 

It is thus definitely established by common agreement between the Allied and 
Associated Powers and Germany that German vessels transferred to a neutral flag 
during the war without Allied consent must be regarded as German vessels. The 
obligation on the part of the German Government to deliver them up cannot, 
therefore, be called in question. In consequence the German Government is 
required: — 

(1) to send without further delay the five vessels above named to the Firth and 

[of] Forth for delivery to the Allied and Associated Powers. 

(2) to remove the nucleus Dutch crews now on board and to substitute for them 

German crews. 

(3) to have removed forthwith the Dutch name and Dutch port of registry at 

present temporarily painted on each vessel. 

(4) to permit a free inspection of the ‘William Oswald’ by officers representing 

the Allied and Associated Powers whenever desired by them. 

(5) to have the ‘Nassau’ and ‘Braunschweig’ brought down the river Weser 

from Bremen to Bremerhaven by German crews, and berthed wherever 
directed by the Allied Senior Naval Officer in German W’^aters. 

The German Government is requested to acknowledge this communication 
immediately on its receipt and to reply to it. 

British Delegation, 

October 14th, igig. 


Appendix E to No. 74 


Note from the French Delegation regarding the putting mto force of the Treaty 
of Versailles 


October ig, rprp. 


PiUthig into force of the Treaty of Versailles. 

The official report on the ratification by three of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Pow-ers involves the entiy into force of the Treaty, and from then will 
be dated all the delays in the execution, which are to be guarded against. 

Before drafting this report, it would therefore be necessary to determine wliether 
the interested Powers are ready to execute the provisions which should enter into 
force immediately after the going into force of the Treaty, or with the shortest 
possible delay. 
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It is advisable to ascertain whether the International Commissions provided, for 
are nominated and ready to operate, whether the troops of occupation are ready 
to accomplish their task, whether all the measures have been taken to eflect the 
execution of all other provisions, especially of the obligations imposed on Germany. 

Appendix F to No. 74 
Document 1 

Peace Conference. 

Secretariat General. J^ote 

Article I of the Treaty with Germany and the Annex to Part I of this Treaty 
provide that certain neutral States, not signers and enumerated in the said Annex, 
are invited to accede to the Covenant of the League of Nations within the two 
months from the going into force of the Covenant, that is to say of the ITeaty. 

The date of the going into force being near, it would seem necessary for the 
Supreme Council to take preparatory and necessary decisions that: 

1, The States invited to accede to the Covenant be officially informed of the 
tenour of the Covenant and of the obligations of the League of Nations relative to 
the execution of the Treaty: 

2. The said States receive notification of the putting into force of the Treaty 
with Germany, at as eai'iy a date as possible. 

The two notifications (tenour of the Covenant and of its obligations and date of 
the going into force) can be made: 

Either by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the French Republic, by delegation 
of the Supreme Council, to the chiefs of diplomatic Missions of the states interested 
at Paris, 

Or directly by telegram from the President of the Conference to the chiefs of 
the different Governments. 

In either case, the double notification could be made only on the day of the 
signing of the authentic minutes of the filing of the ratifications, and a certified 
copy conformable to the Peace Treaty with Germany should be addressed to the 
neutral Governments invited to accede to the Covenant. 

The double notification by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the French 
Republic to the Chiefs of diplomatic Missions at Paris could be made in the form 
of a letter, a draft of which is appended.^® 

If the procedure of notification by the President of the Conference were adopted, 
it would be advisable to mention, in the telegram to the Chiefs of Neutral States 
interested that [a] certified copy conformable to the Peace Treaty \^ath Germany 
has been handed to their respective representatives at Paris. 

Document 2 

Project of a letter from the Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Chief s of Diplomatic 
Missions in Paris 

PARIS (date of signing of minutes on file of the ratifications) 

Mr. .Minister: 

.By delegation of the Council of the Principal Allied and Associated Po-wers, I 
ha\’’e tile honour of enclosing herewith a certified copy, conformable to the Peace 
Document 2 in this appendix. 
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Treaty signed, at Versailles June 28, 1919, between the Allied and Associated 
Powers and Germany, and beg you to be kind enough to bring it to the attention 
of the Government of” 

I have also been charged with calling your attention to certain clauses of this 
Treaty. 

Article i of the Treaty and the Annex to Part I provide that the (State )” 

is invited to accede to the Covenant of the League of Nations within two months 
after the going into force of the Covenant, that is to say of the Treaty. 

In conformity with the final clauses of the said Treaty, I have the honour of 
infonning you that the Treaty having been ratified by Germany on the one hand, 
by the British Empire, France and Italy on the other, a first official report of the 
filing of these ratifications has been drawn up under date of®- ® and that all delays 
provided for by the Treaty will be counted beginning from this date, among the 
High Contracting Parties. 

Please accept, etc., 

The Minister of the Argentine Republic, 

Republic of Chili, 

Republic of Colurnljia, 
Kingdom of Denmark, 

Kingdom of Spain, 

Kingdom of Norway, 

RepulDlic of Paraguay, 

Kingdom of the Netherlands, 
Kingdom of Persia, 

Republic of Salvador, 

Kingdom of Sweden, 

Swiss Republic, 

Republic of Venezuela. 


Appendix G to No. 74, 

Request made by the German Delegation that officers of Control in Germany wear 
civilian clothes after the coining into force of the Treaty 

PARIS, Ocl . 14 , /9/p. 

Peace Conference. 

Secretariat General. 

Baron von Lersner on October 13 visited the Secretary General of die Pt'act' 
Conference. He expressed to him in the name of the German (hwcrnnirm riie 
desire, that beginning with the entry into force of the Treaty of Peace, Allied 
officers liclonging to Missions of Control in Germany should adopt the wearing 
of civilian clothes which, is customary for officers exercising their functions in 
foreign countries, for example, for Military Attaches. In this manner iucidems 
wx)uld fie avoided which, the German Government states it is por\-erk-ss to prevent 
in view of the present state of feeling among the people. 

M. Dutasta replied to the President of the German Delegation that the rcqiecs.; 
of the German Government w^ould be submitted to the Supi’erne Comu-il at an 
.early meeting. • ■ - - ^ 

Thus in original. 

968 



Appendix H to No. 74 

Draft reply to note of German Delegation of September 52, 
regarding Memsl 


Peace Conference. 


{S-H Bulletin Mo. ^44 ) , 
October 14^ 


Project 

Mr. President: 

I have the honour of acknowledging receipt of the note which you addressed to 
me September 22 regarding the territory of Memel.^ 

In reply to this communication, I have the honour to inform you that Article 99 
of the Peace Treaty having allowed no bond to exist between this region and 
Germany, the Allied and Associated Powers could not enter into discussion with 
the German Delegation on the future fate of the territory of MemeL 

Please accept, etc. 


Baron von Lersner, 

President of the German Delegation, 
Versailles. 



